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SOME  -frrfufi,  diqUdtfued  xx:ith  my  itfigrty 
announced  in  a  puhlick  Nc^s-Paptr^  in  the  be- 
ginning of  the  laji  fummer^  my  intentien  to  piih- 
lijh  a  Trcatife  on  the  SuhjcHs  and  Modes  of 
Baptifm.  The  work  was  then  covimcnced,  but 
its  completion  and  publication  have  been  grealh 
retarded  by  the  prevaknce  of  Sicknefs  and  Mo'- 
taliiy<i  within  the  limits  of  the  Parifh  w^.h 
which  I  am  conneBed* 


Biflrl^  of  Mafichufetts,   to  wit  ; 

BE  it  remembered,  that  on  the  Twerty-fixth  day  of  Marck 
in  the  thirtieth  Year  of  the  Independence  of  the  United 
States  of  America,  John  Reed,  of  the  faid  Diflrid,  hath  de- 
pofited  in  this  Office  rhe  Title  of  a  Book  the  Right  whereof  he 
cla.ims  as  Author  in  the  words  fo'lowing,  to  wit  ;  "  An  Apol- 
"  ogy  for  the  Rite  of  Infant  Baptifm  and  for  the  ufual  modes 
«♦  of  Baptifing — in  which  an  attempt  is  made  to  flate  fairly 
*'  and  clearly  the  arguments  in  proof  oi  thefc  dovflrincs  ;  and 
"  alfo  to  refute  the  objeclions  and  rcafonings  alleged  againft 
**  them  by  the  Rev,  Daniel  Merrill  and  by  the  Baptifts  in  gen- 
««  eral.  By  John  Reed,  D.  D.  Paftor  of  a  Church  and  Co!i- 
"  gregatioH  in  Bridgewater." 

In  conform.ity  to  the  ASi  of  the  Congrefs  of  the  United 
States,  entitled  "  An  AA  for  the  encouragement  of  Learning, 
**  by  fecuring  the  copies  of  Maps,  Charts  and  Books,  to  the 
**  Authors  and  Proprietors  of  fuch  copies,  during  the  times 
"  therein  mentioned  ;"  and  alfo  to  an  A(5^  entitled,  "  An  Av* 
•*  fuppleracntary  t»  an  Adt,  entitled  an  Adl  for  the  encourage- 
•'  mcnt  of  Learning,  by  fecuring  the  copies  of  Maps,  Charts 
"  and  Books,  to  the  Authors  and  Proprietors  of  fuch  copies 
"  during  the  times  therein  menrioned  ;  and  extending  the  ben- 
"  efits  thereof  to  the  arts  of  defigning,  engraving  and  etching;. 
"  hiftorlcal  and  other  prints." 

N.  GOODALE,  Clerk  of  the  Diflria  of  Mairachufetts. 
A  true  copy  of  Record. 

Atteft,       N  GOODALE,  Cl€»k. 


INTRODUCTION. 


YM  compliance  wiih  the  requefl  of  many 
-■-  refpeQcible  Friends  and  Acquaintai^ce, 
I  now  prefcnt  the  Publick  wiih  an  ApoUgy 
for  the  Rite  of  infant  Baptifm,  and  for  the 
ufual  mvdei  of  baptizing.  My  intention  is 
to  fliow,  that  thefe  DoQrineiJ,  which  have 
been  fo  ftrenujufly  oppofed,  or  wholly  neg- 
leQed  by  fome,  are  of  great  importance,  and 
clearly  authoiifcd  iii  the  facred  fcriptiires. 

Althoug!^  th^  undt  rftanding  ought  always 
to  control  and  icgulaie  tlic  paiSons,  yet  in 
c  iiiiriion  expt.riLncej  we  often  fee  the  re- 
vcTfe.  We  fee  reafon  dethroned  and  en- 
flaved.  The  pafTions  predominate  and  draw 
afide  rational  creatures  into  fuch  opinions 
and  practices  as  are  unreafonablc  and  im- 
moral. 

Many  perfons,  who  profefs  a  regard  for 
moral  obligauon,  and  the  great  duties  of 
morality,  are  ready  to  imagine  that  they 
may  with  the  utmoft  fafety  and  propriety, 
treat  with  indifference  or  contempt,  thole 
inftitutions  of  Heaven,  which  arc  of  a  poli- 
tive  and  facramental  nature. 

We  readily  admit  that  a  competent  de- 
gree of  evidence  is  requifite,  in  order  to 
convince  us  rationally,  that  an  external 
Rile   or  Sacrament  is   of  divine   appoint- 
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ment;  but  volumary  ignorance  or  unbe- 
lief, through  inattention,  prejudice,  pride, 
or  any  other  criminal  defect  or  caufe,  will 
never  excufe  us  from  guilt. 

A  fincere  and  prevailing  difpofuion  to 
know  the  will  of  God,  and  to  obey  his  re- 
quirements, whether  of  a  pofnive  or  moral 
nature,  is  efiTential  to  true  holinefs.  That 
perfon,  therefore,  who  confiders  and  treats 
pofitive  inditutions,  in  a  contemptuous  or 
negligent  manner,  commits  a  crime  of  the 
mod  heinous  and  dawng  nature.  He  im- 
pioufly  arraigns  the  Wifdom,  Goodnefs, 
and  Authority,  of  Almighty  God. 

"  Sacraments  are  pofnive  Rites,  and  in 
"  themfelves  different  from  moral  virtues ; 
"  but  a  difpofition  to  obey  God  and  Chrift, 
**  is  a  moral  virtue,  and  there  can  be  no  mo- 
'•  rality  without  it.  To  obey  the  divine 
*'  Commands,  is  a  moral  excellency,  al- 
**  though  that  obedience  may  confiit  in  a 
*•  conformity  to  pofiiive  Rites." 

Abraham  was  commanded  to  facrifice 
his  Son.  This  was  an  unnatural  and  pofi- 
tive order;  but  his  obedience  to  that  hard 
command,  was  a  moral  virtue  of  a  mofl:  ex- 
alted and  excellent  nature.  The  Ifraelites 
were  commanded  to  fprinkle  the  biood  of 
the  pafchal  Lamb,  upon  the  polls  of  their 
doors.  This  was  a  pofitive  order,  and  not 
in  itfelf  neceffary  to  their  prefervation  ;  but 
it  was  made  the  indilpenfable  condition  of 
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being  fpared.  They  who  neg]e6led  to'com- 
ply,  were  expofed  to  the  fatal  and  inevita- 
ble ftroke  of  the  deflroying  Angel. 

Inftitutes  of  a  pofitive  nature  are  evi- 
dently important;  Ind  to  obferve  them,  is 
our  incumbent  duty.  The  Chriftian  Bap- 
tifin  is  an  ordinance  of  great  importance  ; 
ififtituted  by  Chrift  himfelf,  and  coaftiiuted 
the  difcriminating  Token  of  regular  admif- 
fion  into  his  vifiblc  Kingdom. 

Chriftians  of  every  denomination,  will 
allow  that  our  Saviour  exprefsly  command- 
ed his  Apoftlcs  to  baptize  ;  and  that  bap- 
tifm  was  adminiftered  by  them,  and  by  their 
fuccefforsy  in  the  times  of  primitive  Chrif- 
lianity. 

The  Quakers  are  the  only  fe6l  who  pre- 
tend that  the  ordinances  of  Water  Baptifm 
and  of  the  Lord's  Supper,  ought  to  be  dil^ 
•continued.  Their  principles  and  pra8*ice 
in  thefe  refpe6ls  are  fingular  and  fliange, 
but  not  unaccountable ;  for  they  hold  that 
the  Spirit  of  God  is  of  higher  authority  than 
his  Word,  and  a  fuperior  rule  of  faith  and 
pra6lice. 

1  have  not,  however,  in  the  following 
Apology,  undertaken  to  confute  the  Qua- 
ker fyflem.  My  fole  obj.cl  has  beenj  to 
vindicate  the  doQrine  o{  infant  bapiifni^  and 
the  ufual  modes  of  baptizing,  by  endeavouring 
to  ftate  in  a  fair  and  corifpicu  >us  manner, 
the  arguments  in  favour  of  theft  praclicts ; 
A  2 
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and  by  attempting  to  anfwer  and  confute 
the  objedions  and  reafonings  alleged  a- 
gainft  them,  by  Mr.  Merrill,  and  the  prin- 
cipal Baptift  writers. 

The  Work  is  divided  into  four  principal 
parts. 

The  1  ft  Part  has  reference  to  the  fubje6ls 
of  Baptifm. 

The  2d  Part  has  reference  to  the  Modes 
of  Baptizing. 

The  3d  Part  is  a  brief  account  of  the  evi- 
dence refiilting  from  hiftory,  and  efpecially 
in  proof  of  the  right,  of  the  infant  children 
of  believing  parents,  to  baptifm. 

The  4th  Part  is  an  Appendix,  confifting  of 
familiar  queflions  and  anfwers,  adapted  to 
perfons  of  different  prejudices  and  capaci- 
ties, and  fuited  to  the  prefent  Rate  and  cir- 
cumftances  of  the  controverfv. 

Ih  executing  this  pi  tn,  I  have  exprcffed 
my  thoughts  with  refped  to  three  of  the 
former  parts,  in  a  feries  of  leUers  addreffed 
to  the  Rev.  Daniel  Merrill,  now  the 
Paftorof  a  B.iplilt  Church  in  Sedgwick. 

I  have  preferred  the  epillolary  method  of 
vriting.  fuppofing  it  would  be  the  mofl  in- 
tcrefling  and  intelligible.  I  have  addrtffed 
ihefe  letters  to  Mr.  Merrill,  becaufe  that 
genileman,  having  been  a  Congregational 
Minidcrfor  feveral  years,  has  of  late  alter- 
cd  Ills  principles  and  pratlicc,  and  has  puh- 
liihed  a  number  of  fermons,  Szc.  againd  the 
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lawful nefs  and  validity  of  infant  baptifnij 
and  in  favour  of  immerfion,  as  being  ike 
only  lawful  and  valid  mode  of  baptizing; 
which  publications  are  circulating  in  vari- 
ous parts  of  the  country,  and  particularly 
in  this  vicinity,  and  therefore  merit  a  par- 
ticular reply.  I  have  not,  however,  had 
an  exclufive  refpe6l  to  this  Author.  It  has 
been  nay  conftant  aim  to  refute  the  objec- 
tions of  the  Baptifts  in  general  ;  and  to 
manage  the  arguments  in  fach  a  manner,  as 
would  effe6ludte  the  mofl  extenfive  and 
lafting  utility ;  and  prove  equally  inftruc^ 
live  and  beneficial,  even  to  thofe  who  have 
not  feen  Mr.  Merrill's  Difcourfes. 

The  intelligent  and  well  informed  reader 
will  perhaps  feel  difgufted  with  the  frequent 
occurrence  of  repetition,  prolixity,  and  old 
arguments.  My  only  excufe  is  this,  that  I 
have  uniformly  endeavoured  to  avoid  ob- 
fcuricy^,  and  to  write  as  intelligibly  as  was 
poffible — in  fuch  a  manner,  ?s  to  be  under- 
floodj  even  by  the  weak  and  ignorant.  I 
have  accordingly  ftudied  peripicuity,  more 
than  comprehenfive  brevity,  and  plainnefs 
of  fpeech,  more  than  elegance  of  diction. 

The  conclufivenefs  of  various  arguments 
adduced  in  order  to  prove  any  parftcular 
doBrine,  is  ofien  very  evident,  when  we 
properly  confider  their  confiftency,  con- 
neBion,  and  united  ftrengih.  Truth  dreads 
nothing  fo  much  as  the  ignorance?  inatten- 
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tion,  and  bigotry  of  mankind.  It  folicits 
enquiry,  and  a  careful  unprejudiced  invef- 
tigaiion.  Let  me  then  invite  the  reader  to 
perufe  the  following  Apology  with  care,  with 
<:andour  and  with  impartiality.  I  afli  this 
as  a  diUy^  which  you  owe  io  yourf elf ^  and  to 
that  Being  to  whom,  both  the  Reader  and 
the  Aicthor,  arc  equally  accountable. 

And  now,  my  Friend,  msLy  you  and  /  be 
willing  to  adopt,  individually,  the  Poet's 
Prayer,  and  fay  fincerely  ; 

«•  Father  of  all  !    whofe  cares  extend 
"To  earth's  remoteft  (hore; 

<'  If  I  am  right,  thy  grace  impart, 
"  Still  in  the  right  to  Hay  ; 

*'IfI  am  wrong,  O  teach  my  heart 
*'  To  find  thai  better  w^ay." 


'  O^   O^   -^r>^•  ^^1-,    C  >-,<-ril-,  - 


AN 

APOLOGY 

FOR 

INFANT    BAPTISM 


LETTER     L 

SIR, 

\  OUR  Sermons  on  Baptifm,  having  been 
put  into  my  hands,  I  have  endeavoured  to 
perufe  them  with  attention  and  impartiali- 
ty; but  have  found  no  new  argument,  ei- 
ther againft  the  pra6lice  of  baptizing  the 
infants  of  proPefled  Believers,  or  in  favour 
of  immerfion,  as  being  the  only  valid  Mode 
of  Baptizing.  The  fubjeft  is,  perhaps,  on 
both  fides  the  queftion,  nearly  or  quite  ex- 
haufted.  It  may,  however,  in  (ome  inftan- 
ces,  be  poffible  to  (late  the  old  arguments 
more  intelligibly,  and  illuftrate  them  more 
clearly. 

Your  cafe,  as  it  appears  from  common 
report,  and  from  what  you  have  publiflied, 
is,  in  fome  refpe6ls5  fomewhat  fingular  ; 
and  the  fingulariiy  has  excited  the  curiofiiy 
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of  individaals,  and  has  occafioned  a  confid- 
erahle  demand  for  your  publications. 

You  are.  Sir,  an  entire  ftranger  to  me. 
I  have  no  knowledge  of  your  perfon,  nor 
of  your  character,  but  from  your  uriiings. 
You  certainly  feem  ferious  and  fincere  in 
what  you  have  publidi.ed  to  the  world.  I 
have  no  reafon  nor  inclination  to  queftion 
your  fincerity  ;  but  we  ought  to  remember, 
tl^at  Mankind  are  liable  to  be  fincerely 
wrong,  as  well  as  fincerely  right.  I  be- 
lieve, Sir,  that  your  prefent  fentiments  are, 
in  fome  refpe6ls,  erroneous,  wiLhrcgatd  to 
the  ordinance  of  the  Chriftian  Baptifm  ; 
and.  if  it  were  in  my  power,  I  wculJ,  in  the 
Spirit  of  Meeknefs^  convince  and  reclaim 
you  ;  but  an  event  of  this  kind,  is  proba- 
bly not  to  be  expeQed  from  any  quarter. 
Experience  and  obfervaiion  have  taught 
me,  that  when  perfons  become  profelytes 
to  any  religious  fc6t,  they  feldom  return. 
This,  1  believe,  is  generally  true,  not  only 
with  regard  to  the  Baptifl:.-,  but  alfo  with 
regard  to  Se6laries  of  every  denomination. 
If  the  following  letters  addreffed  to  you, 
fliould  not  produce  the  defired  efFeft  on 
your  mind,  they  may  have  a  tendency  to 
prevent  others  from  falling  into  the  fame 
fuppofed  error. 

Having  mentioned  your  Text,  you  pro- 
ceed to  (late  '^  feveral  propofnions  and 
*' plain  truths,  and  to  quote  various  pafTd- 
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«  gcs  of  Scripture,  which  have  fome  refer- 
"  ence  to  Baptifm  ;"  but,  Sir,  all  this  proves 
nothing,  pro  or  contra.  Thefe  propofiiions 
might  have  been  ftated  and  paflages  quoted, 
with  equal  propriety,  by  a  writer  on  the  op- 
pofite  fide.  The  queftion  between  us  ftill 
reoiains  undecided.  Indeed  it  is  no-t  Co 
much  as  ftated,  and  yet  you  conclude  your 
firft  fcrmon  by  faying,  "  We  fee  that  every 
*«  thing  looks  as  chough  immerfion  aiight  be 
"  the  mode,  and  as  for  fpriiikling,  there  is, 
<«  to  fay  the  leaft,  nothing  that  looks  like  it." 

An  affertion  of  this  nature  ought  to  have 
been  fubftantiaily  and  clearly  proved,  but 
you  have  exhibited  no  argument  or  proof, 
from  which  this  pretended  inference  can 
fairly  be  drawn. 

The  queftion  between  us,  is  not,  which 
of  thefe  two  modes,  whether  fprinkling,  or 
immerfion,  be  the  only  right  mode  of  bap- 
tizing. We  admit  that  immerfion  is  Bap- 
lifrn,  and  we  believe  that  Sprinkling  is  alfa 
Baptifm  ;  but  you  pretend  that  immerfion 
is  the  only  valid  mode,  and  "  that  fprink- 
iing  does  not  even  look  li-ke  Baptifm."  In 
this.  Sir,  we  difF^^r  in  opiiiion,  and  the  dif- 
ference ought  to  have  been  candidly  and 
plainly  reprefented. 

Your  criticifm  on  the  Greek  word  haptizo, 
&c.  and  other  arguments  in  fupport  of  im- 
merfion, as  being  the  only  acceptable  mode, 
I  will  attend  to  hereafter,  if  God  permit  ; 
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but  propofe,  in  the  firfl  place,  to  confider 
the  Subjefts  of  Baptifm,  as  this  method  is 
mod  agreeable  to  my  manner  of  thinking 
and  writing. 

I  am.  Sec. 


LETTER      II. 
SIR, 

X  HE  paffage  of  facred  Scripture,  you 
have  chofen  for  your  Text,  you  very  juft- 
ly  ftyle  the  CommifTion  which  our  Saviour 
gave  to  his  Apoftles.  This  commifTion  was 
evidently  given  them  to  be  the  Warrant 
and  rule  of  their  official  duty  and  condud. 
In  order  to  underftand  fully  and  correftly 
any  ancient  Rule  briefly  expreffed,  it  is  of 
great  importance,  and  often  neceffary,  to 
be  acquairited  with  the  hiftory  of  the  nation 
and  limes,  in  which,  and  for  which,  the 
rule  was  primarily  given.  Many  things, 
concerning  which  the  people  were  then 
well  informed,  and  to  which  they  were 
habitually  accuftomed,  are  frequently  taken 
for  granted  and  not  explicitly  mentioned 
and  erjoined  in  the  Rule. 

The  CommifTion,  which  our  Saviour  gava 
his  Apoftles,  is  extremely  concife  and  com- 
preheiifive.     Their  official  duties  are  com- 
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prized  in  very  few  words.  Some  have 
doubted,  whether  the  command  to  teach 
(or  make  difciples  of)  all  nations^  (as  the  o- 
riginal  word  fignifies)  extended  to  infants, 
or  have  fuppofed  that  it  had  reference  on- 
ly to  adult  perfons. 

In  order  lo  remove  doubts  and  miftakes 
of  any  kind,  relative  to  this  queflion,  it 
would  be  proper  for  us  to  inform  ourfelves 
as  to  the  common  cuftom  of  thofe  times, 
and  if  poffible,  afcertain  what  was  the  prac- 
tice of  the  Jews  with  refpe8;  to  Bapiifm,  in 
our  Saviour's  day  ;  and  alfo  how  the  Apof- 
tlcs  and  primiiive  Minifters  of  the  Gofpel 
underftood  and  executed  their  commiffion. 
If  the  Saviour,  inllead  of  directing  his 
Apoftles  to  baptize,  had  direfted  them  to 
make  Difciples  of  all  Nations,  circiimcijing 
them  Sec,  I  prefume  every  one  would  fup- 
pofe  that  he  meant  to  enjoin  infant  circum- 
cifion.  The  cafes  are  (imilar  ;  for  infant 
Baptifm  was  probably  as  common  among  the 
Gentile  Profelytes,  as  infant  circumcifion. 

Dr.  Wall,  who  publifhed  in  London  the 
third  edition  of  his  hiftory  of  infant  Baptifm, 
in  1720,  has  always  been  efteemed  by  the 
beft  judges,  a  very  learned,  judicious,  and 
impartial  hiftorian  ;  and  in  his  introduction, 
firll  volume,  he  has  abundantly  proved 
from  good  authorities,  that,  whenever  iho 
Gentiles  became  Profelytes  to  the  Jewifli 
Religion,  their  infant  children  were  bapti- 
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zed.  •'  This,"  he  fays,  "  was  their  condant 
"  pra61ice  from  the  time  of  Mofes  until  our 
"  Saviour's  time,  and  from  that  period  to 
"  the  prefent  day."  We  need  not  at  pref- 
ent  fhow,  on  what  fcripfure  this  pratlice 
was  founded.  It  is  fufBcient  for  our  pur- 
pofe,  that  the  practice  did  obtain,  and  that 
it  was  never  condemned,  or  difapproved  by 
Chrift. 

We  are  fometimes  afked,  Is  there  any 
command  to  baptize  infants  ?  The  quef- 
tion,  in  my  apprehenfion,  is  not  properly 
put  :  it  ought  to  be  enquired,  is  there  any 
command  not  to  baptize  infants  ?  For  an 
cftablifhed  and  approved  pradice,  is  equiv- 
alent to  a  command,  until  that  praBice  be 
prohibited. 

It  was  expe6led  that,  when  the  Mefliah 
fliould  come,  and  when  the  Elias  his  fore- 
runner fliould  appear,  thefe  great  Proph- 
ets would  baptize,  not  only  Gentile  Prof- 
clytes,  but  jews.  Accordirglvy  whenjohn 
was  adminiftcring  the  ordinance  of  Baptifm 
in  the  land  of  Judea,  "  The  ]q\vs  fent  Priejls 
4^nd  Levites  from  Jtrvjalcm^  to  ojk  him.  Who 
art  thou  ?  And  when  he  confejjed  I  am  not  the 
Chrijl ;  what  then,  art  thou  Elias  ?  he  anjixitr- 
ed  no.'*  They  had  reference  to  the  very 
identical  Elias,  or  Elijah,  who  had  been 
tranfldted  :  he  therefore  anfwered  no.  '•  Why 
then,  faid  they,  haptizejl  thou  P"  They  did 
not  expe6l  that  their  own  Nation  would  be 
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baptized  until  the  Elias  or  Mefliah  came. 
But  as  we  have  obferved,  they  were  in  the 
conftant  habit  of  baptizing  Gentile  Profe- 
lytes,  and  there  was  no  objeBion  to  ihis 
praBice. 

"Whenever  Gentiles  were  profelyted  to 
*'  the  belief  of  the  Jewifh  Religion,  they 
*'  were  initiated  by  circuaicirion.  the  OiTer- 
*'  ing  of  facrifices,  and  baptifm.  They  were 
'•  all  baptized,  males  and  females,  adults 
*•  and  infants." 

The  rites  of  circumcifion  and  facrifices 
are  annulled  ;  but  Baptifm  \$  continued, 
being  lefs  grievous  and  expennve,  and 
fuitable  to  both  fexes,  and  more  congenial 
to  the  milder  difpenfation  of  the  gofpel. 

The  Ifraeliics,  men,  women  and  chil- 
dren, were  all  baptized  unto  Mofes,  in  the 
cloud  and  in  the  Jea.  The  Gentile  profelytes 
were  alfo  baptized,  men,  women  and  chil- 
dren, in  the  ordinary  mode  ;  and  as  the 
ordinance  of  Baptifm  has  not  been  laid  a- 
fide,  but  continued,  and  without  mention 
of  any  alteration  as  to  the  fubjefts,  it  is 
therefore  of  courfe  dill  to  be  adminiftered 
to  Believers  and  to  their  Children  :  That 
is,  to  all  fuch  as  fhall  be  profelyted  to  the 
Chriftian  Religion,  whether  Jews  or  Gen- 
tiles, together  wich  their  infant  Children. 

A  belief  in  revelation  always  was,  and 
ftill  is  required,  in  order  to  the  Baptifm 
of  Adults ;  but  it  is  no  more  necedary  in  or- 


l6  AN    APOLOGY    FOR 

der  to  the  Baptifm  of  Infants,  under  the 
Gofpel  of  Chrift,  than  it  was  under  the 
Law  of  Mofes. 

I  am  ready  to  acknowledge,  that,  if  a  Bap- 
tift  Minifter  were  to  be  fent  forth  by  a 
Miffionary  Society  of  the  Baptifl.  Denomi- 
nation, to  preach  and  adminifter  the  ordi- 
nances of  the  Gofpel  in  a  remote  country, 
it  would  be  unnecelTary  to  forbid  him  ta 
baptize  the  Infants  of  Believers.  The  pro- 
hibition w^ould  be  implied,  and  a  thing  of 
courfe. 

So  on  the  other  hand,  if  a  Congregational 
Minifter  were  to  be  fent  forth  by  the  Con- 
gregational MifTionary  Society,  now  eftab- 
lifhed  in  the  State  of  Maffachufctts,  to 
preach  the  Gofpel  and  adminifter  its  ordi- 
nances in  our  frontier  fetilements,  it  would 
be  equally  unnccefTary  to  enjoin  the  Bap- 
tifm of  Infants;  for  this  would  be  implied 
in  the  Commiffion,  and  expeSed  as  a  thing 
of  courfe. 

The  ApoQIes  previoufly  to  our  Saviour's 
crucifixion,  appear  to  have  baptized  per- 
fons  without  any  particular  orders  or  direc- 
tions. Their  praBice,  in  this  refpeB,  was 
undoubtedly  founded  on  the  approved  ex- 
ample of  John  and  cuflom  of  thofe  times. 
And  with  equal  propriety,  and  by  the  fame 
authority,  when  their  commiffion  was  en- 
larged, they  might  baptize  the  Infants  of 
Believers,  whether  Jews  or  Gentiles. 
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Our  Saviour,  daring  bis  publick  minif- 
tratioij,  repeatedly  fent  forth  his  Difciples 
to  preach  the  Gofpel  to  the  Jews.  In 
ihef'e  inflances,  he  reftriQed  them  to  the 
''  lofl  flieep  of  the  hoiife  of  IfraeU  ^nd  exprefsly 
^'forbid  their  going  into  the  way  of  the  Gentiles^ 
*'  or  cities  of  the  Samaritans.''  Their  in- 
Hruftions  and  orders  were  very  particular 
and  explicit  in  many  refpeBs;  but  there 
was  not  one  word  faid  to  them  about  Bap- 
tifm,  and  yet  they  undoubtedly  did  bap'ize 
vaft  numbers.  We  are  told,  that  "  they 
*•  made  and  baptized  more  Difciples  than  John.'" 
Their  praftice,  in  this  refpcB,  was  autho- 
rized by  eftabliflied  precedents,  and  ap- 
proved cuftom  of  the  country. 

After  the  refurreclion  of  Chrifl,  the  wall 
of  feparation  and  diftinftion  between  Jews 
and  Genfiles,  was  removed  and  the  com- 
milTion  of  the  ApoRles  accordingly  enlar- 
ged. They  were  now  direBed  to  make 
Difciples  of  all  Nations.^  baptizing  thtm^  &c. 
And  as  it  had  e\'er  been  the  custom  to  in- 
clude children  v^ith  their  parents  in  all 
covenant  tianfaBions,  and  as  the  children 
of  believing  profelytes  had  always  b^^en 
baptized,  the  praQice  of  baptizing  infants 
and  young  children  of  Believers,  would  be 
continued  as  a  thing  of  courfe,  unlefs  pro- 
hibited ;  and  certaiidy  there  is  no  fuch  pro 
hibition. 

B2 
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Their  comminion  was  worded  in  the  moft 
general  terms.  It  comprehended  all  na- 
tions— Believers  and  their  children  of  every 
nation,  jews  and  Gentiles. 

I  do  not,  Sir,  confider  the  caftom  of 
baptizing  the  Gentile  profelytes,  as  being 
the  main  argument  in  favour  of  infant  Bap- 
tifm,  under  the  Gofpel  difpenfaiion.  But 
as  this  ancient  praQice  has  been  well  au- 
thenticated by  Dr.  Wall  and  other  hiftori- 
ans,  it  certainly  merits  our  impartial  con- 
fideration. 

Dr.  Prideaux,  in  his  connexion  of  the 
hiftory  of  the  old  and  new  Teftament, 
part  2d,  book  5,  page  436,  obferves,  "  That 
"  the  |ews,'in  our  Saviour's  time,  were  very 
"  feduious  to  profelyte  the  Gentiles  to  their 
"  religion  ;  and  when  thus  profelyted,  they 
«•  were  initiated  by  Baptifm,  Sacrifice  and 
"  Circumcifion  ;  and  then  admitted  to  all 
«•  the  rites  and  privileges  of  the  natural 
«  Jews." 

The  ordinance  of  Baptifm,  it  fecms,  had 
been  omitied  among  the  Jews,  from  the 
days  of  xMofes  till  the  time  of  Chiifl,  but 
\v'as  then  re-eftabliflied  and  adminiftered  to 
them,  as  well  as  to  the  Gentiles.  To  this 
the  Saviour  undoubtedly  alluded,  when  he 
faid  to  Nicodemus,  *'  Except  a  man  (any  one) 
*•  ht  horn  of  Water  and  the  Spirit,  he  cannot 
^'  enter  into  the  Kingdom  of  God.''    The  Jew- 
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ifh  Ruler,  inftead  of  coming  fecretly  hy 
nighty  mud  come  by  day?  and  be  baptized. 
It  is  certain  that  no  perfon  can  belong 
to  the  invifible  Kingdom  of  God,  itnlefs  born 
of  the  Spirit^  that  is,  renewed  by  the  Holy  Ghoji; 
and  it  is  equally  certain  that  no  one  can 
regularly  belong  to  the  vifible  Kingdom  of 
God,  unlefs  born  of  Water,  that  is,  baptized. 
And  yet  our  Saviour  faid,  '•  Suffer  little  chil- 
"  dren  to  come  unto  me,  and  forbid  them  not^ 
^^ for  of  fuch  is  the  Kingdom  of  God''  Now, 
\^  his  Kingdom,  whether  vifible  or  invifible, 
does  confift  of  little  children,  of  infants,  they 
certainly  have  a  right  to  the  external  fign 
and  token  of  memberfhip,  which  is  Baptifm, 
the  wafJiing  of  regeneration. 

I  am.  Sir,  See, 


H 


LETTER     III. 
SIR. 


AVING,  in  the  preceding  Letter,  at- 
tempted to  elucidate  the  queftion  under 
confidera:ion,  by  pointing  out  the  way  and 
method  in  which  the  Gentile  profelytes 
were  publicly  initiated  into  the  Jewifli  re- 
ligion and  covenant,  I  am  now  prepared 
to  confider  your  objeBioi^s  and  arguments 
againll  the  practice  of  infant   Baptifm.      I 
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hope,  Sir,  you  wi'l  not  be  offended,  if  I 
fliould  difcover  and  corre8  fome  miftakes 
and  fophiftry,  in  your  mod"  of  reafoning 
and  manner  of  treating  the  rubj:'6l. 

We  are  agreed  that  the  word  viathefeiifaU^ 
which  is  tranfiited  icach,  means  (difciph)  all 
nations.  The  voluntary  confcni  of  adult 
perfons  is  neceffary,  in  order  to  their  he- 
coming  the  Difciples  of  Chrift.  A  profef- 
fion  of  faith  is  rcqiired  of  them  in  order  to 
BaptiGn.  It  is  therefore  requifife,  that  they 
fhouid  be  prcvioufly  taught  and  inflruQed. 

P^aith  and  repentance  were  equally  ne- 
ceffary  under  the  Law  of  Mofes,  in  order 
to  the  circumcifion  of  adult  Jews,  and  in 
order  to  the  circu  ncifion  and  Baptifm  of 
the  adult  Gentiles,  but  not  required  of  their 
infant  children. 

In  your  lixth  Difcourfe,  you  make  this 
fuppofuion,  "  Suppofe  I,  inftrumentally, 
««  difciple  the  Father  of  a  Chri^tlefs  Family, 
«'  do  1,  as  a  neccffdry  confv  quence,  make 
•«  Chriftians  of  all  his  houfe  ?  Do  I  make 
*•  vifible  difciples  of  all  his  family  ?  his 
5'  wife,  his  fervants,  his  children  ?' 

I.  Sir.  will  venlure  to  anfwer  thefe  quef- 
tions  in  the  negative,  and  am  not  a  little 
furprizv^d  to  find,  thai  you  fhouid  have  been 
for  fo  long  a  time  in  favour  of  the  afhrnia- 
tive  fide 

Who,  excepting  yourfelf^  in  this  enlight- 
ened coantr)  J  ever  fuppofedj  that  the  faiih 
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of  the  hufband  entitled  his  wife,  or  that  the 
faith  of  the  father  entitled  his  adult  chil- 
dren ^nd  fervants,  to  Baptifm  ?  It  is  cer- 
tainly unneceflary  to  confute  opinions 
which  every  body  among  us,  at  piefent, 
di  fa  vows. 

You  proceed,  fourthly,  to  ftate  a  num-^ 
ber  of  frightful  confequences  ''asfollow- 
''  ing  upon  fuppofuion  the  fabje6ls  of  Bap- 
''  tilm  are  to  be  determined  from  the  iub- 
«' je8s  of  circumcifion.  That  every  man 
"  who  is  converted  to  the  Chriftian  religion 
*'  muft  be  baptized,  and  all  his  houfehold, 
'•  although  he  may  have  three  hundred  and 
*•  feventeen  foldiers,  born  in  his  own  houfe, 
"  together  with  their  wives  and  children, 
'•  and  all  other  fervants.  A  thoufand  infi- 
*•  dels  are  to  be  baptized,  becaufe  their 
"  mafler  is  chrifiianized.  All  ihefe  are  to 
'•  be  confidered  and  treated  as  Church 
"  Members,  and  then  afi^,  could  fuch  a 
"  communion  be  called  the  communion  of 
'•  faints  ? — One  great  and  good  man,  with 
"  hundreds  of  unconverted  fervants." 

1  very  much  wonder,  vSir,  that  your  fruit- 
ful imagination  did  not  add  to  this  formida- 
ble lift,  one  more  ''  great  and  good  man,'* 
with  his  feven  hundred  wives  and  three 
hundred  concubines,  and  numerous  retinue 
of  troops  and  attendants. 

The  cafe  you  have  ftated  is  not  fup- 
pofable    under    the     difpenfation    of    the 
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Gofpel.  The  covenant  of  grace  and 
church  of  Chrifl  have  been  fubftantial- 
\y  the  fame  in  all  ages;  but  the  privileges 
and  duties  of  its  m  :mbcrs  have  been  con- 
ftantly  varying,  as  their  circumflanccs  al- 
tered. Who  ever  fuppofed  that  the  "  fub- 
jeQs  of  Baptifm,"  without  any  allowance 
for  the  diffjrence  of  circumflanccs  under 
the  Gofpel  *•  were  to  be  determined  by 
*•  the  fubje8s  of  circumcifion  under  the 
"  law  ?'  In  the  patriarchal  agf,  and  under 
the  Mofaic  difpenfation,  polygamy  and  fl i- 
very  were  in  f)me  fenfe  tolerated.  "  Mo~ 
^*f:s/or  tht  haydiiefs  of  their  hearts  fuffercd 
"  them.  At  the  times  of  this  ignorance  God 
''  winked^  hut  now  commands  ell  men  every 
••  where  to  repent." 

The  Gofpel  does  not  authorize  the  prac- 
tice of  holding  (laves,  or  of  having  a  plural- 
ity of  wives;  but  it  allows  every  vian  to  have 
his  own  wije^  and  every  woman  her  own  hitjhand; 
and  believing  parents,  to  devote  themfelves 
and  their  infant  children  to  God,  in  Bap- 
tifm. "  They  who  believe  are  blejfed  with 
^'faithful  Abraham,  Believers^  whether  Jezvs 
*•  or  Gentiles^  are  counted  for  his  feed^  and  the 
^'*  promife  is  made  to  them  and  their  children^ 

You  tell  us  '*  that  the  promifes  were 
'•  made  to  Abraham  and  his  feed  while  in 
"  uncircumcijim."  This  is  true;  '•  and  that 
'*  the  CJvcnani  which  was  confrmed  of  God  to 
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"  him  in  Chrijl^  was  about  twenty  four  years 
"  before   the    covenant    of   circiimcifion." 

We  all  know  that  Abraham  believed  Gcd^ 
and  it  was  reckoned  to  him  for  ri^hteovfnefs. 
The  promife  or  covenant  was  made  before 
he  was  circumcifed  ;  but  ftill  circumcifion 
was  afterward  affixed  as  an  external  vifible 
token  of  this  gracious  covenant,  and  for 
other  purpofes. 

We  are  exprefsly  told  in  the  fourth  chap- 
ter of  Romans,  eleventh  vcrfe,  "  That  A- 
"  braham  received  the  Jign  cf  circnmcijion^  the 
^'feal  cf  the  righteoufiiffs  of  the  fait h^  uhick  he 
''  had^  ytt  being  iincircwjicifd ;  that  he  might 
*'  be  the  Father  of  all  them  that  htluveJ'  Thus, 
the  Gofpel  was  preached  to  Abraham.  That  is, 
the  Gofpel  covenant^  and  the  feal  was  af- 
fixed to  him  and  his  feed. 

It  is  readily  admitted  that  the  Abrahamic 
covenant  was  complicated  with  the  cere- 
monial law.  This  ceremonial  or  Sinai  law, 
which  was  not  made  until  the  Ifraelites  left 
Egypt,  has  been  repealed  or  fuperfedcd  by 
the  Gofpel  ;  but  the  Apoftle  informs  us,  in 
the  third  chapter  to  the  Galatians,  and  fev- 
cnteenth  verfe,  that  the  "  Covenant  that  was 
"  confirmed  before  of  God  in  Chrifi^  the  Lar^ 
*'  zchich  was  four  hundred  and  thirty  years  after^ 
"  cannot  difannuU  that  itfhould  juake  the  proir^ 

It  is  acknowledged  with  refpetl  to  adult 
perfonsj  that  faith  was  always  pre  requifite, 


^^  AN    APOLOGY    FOR 

in  order  to  the  circumcifion  of  themfelves 
and  of  their  children  ;  but  the  Jews  were 
ready  to  imagine  that  they  had  a  natural 
and  abfolute  right  and  title  to  the  inheri- 
tance and  blcfTu-g  of  their  Father  Abrahann. 
It  was  this  midake  which  our  Saviour  and 
his  Apoftles  endeavoured  to  correct. 

Saint  Paul  obferves,  "  Noiu  to  Abraham 
"  and  his  feed  were  the  promifes  made.  He 
''faith  not  to  feeds  as  of  many  ;"  meaning  all 
the  natural  defcendants  of  Abraham,  ''but 
'"  as  of  one,  and  to  thy  Seed  which  is  Chrifl,'' 
In  this  place,  Chrift  is  mentioned  colle6live- 
ly,  as  being  the  head  and  reprefentative  of 
Chriftians,  or  Believers;  for  Believers,  whe- 
ther Jews  or  Gentiles,  are  counted  for  his 
Seed.  Accordingly,  the  fame  Apoftle  adds, 
"  Chrijl  hath  redeemed  us  fo7n  the  curfe  of  the 
"  law,  that  the  bkffing  of  Abraham  might  come 
'*  on  the  Gentiles.'' 

As  believinglfaac  andjacob  inherited  the 
bleffing,  which  Ifhmael  and  Efau  forfeited 
and  loll  by  unbelief,  fo  the  believing  Gen- 
tiles inherit  that  blefFing  of  Abraham,  which 
the  unbelieving  Jews  have  forfeited  and 
loft.  They  are  broken  off  from  the  olive  tree, 
from  the  covenant  of  grace  by  unbelief,  and  ye. 
are  grafted  in  and  /land  by  faith. 

The  bleffing  of  Abraham  is  promifed  to 
all  believing  Jews  and  to  their  children,  and 
to  thofe  who  are  afar  off,  meaning  the  Gen- 
tiles,   when    they   fliall   become   believers, 
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and  of  courfe  to  their  children,  even  to  as 
many  as  the  Lord  cur  God  Jliall  call ;  that  is, 
to  rhofe  of  every  nation,  who  (hall  become 
believers,  and  of  confcquence,  to  their 
children. 

The  Alirahamic  covenant  has  feveral 
times  been  renewed,  and  is  therefore  fome- 
times  called  a  new  covenant^  in  diftinflion 
from  its  former  editions;  but  it  has  never 
been  efTentially  altered. 

The  Mofaic  law  was  always  a  different 
thing.  This  law,  the  Apoflle  tells  us,  was 
"  not  againft  the  promifes  of  God,  but  added 
"  hecaufe  of  tranfgrrjjions  until  Chrijl  JJiould 
"  come,''  It  was  annexed,  with  all  its  rites 
and  fervices,  as  an  appendage,  in  order  to 
be  fubfervient  to  the  covenant,  until  the 
gofpel  difpenfation  fliould  commence.  Ac- 
cordingly, when  the  gofpel  commenced, 
this  law,  which  had  ferved  as  an  appendage 
io  the  Abrahamic  covenant,  having  be- 
come old  and  ufelefs,  ceafed  ;  but  the  prom- 
ife  of  God,  or  covenant,  was  not  annulled 
thereby,  or  rendered  ineffeftual.  The  ex- 
ternal token  of  the  covenant,  by  divine 
appointment,  was  altered  from  circumci- 
fion  to  Baptifm  ;  but  we  have  no  account 
of  any  alteration  as  to  the  fuhjefts. 

A  covenant  implies  muttial  engagements 
and  promifes,  on  fome  condition,  cxprefTed 
or  underftood,   between  two  or  more  par- 
tics.     So  far  as  a  covenant  is  abfolute  it 
C 
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partakes  the  nature  of  a  promife  ;  and  fo 
far  as  a  promife  is  conditional,  it  partakes 
the  nature  of  a  covenant. 

The  promife,  which  God  made  to  Abra- 
ham and  his  feed,  and  the  covenant  eftab- 
lifhed  between  him  and  them,  were  one 
and  the  fame  thing,  in  fubftance. 

It  is  not  tffentiai  to  the  nature  of  a  cove- 
nant, that  there  flioiild  be  any  external 
feal  or  token  ;  accordingly,  Abraham  was 
in  covenant  with  God  feveral  years  before 
the  external  feal  was  appointed. 

When  an  external  feal  or  token  is  ap- 
pointed, it  is  not  effeniial  to  the  nature  of 
a  covenant,  that  the  token  fhould  be  ex- 
tended lo  all  the  members;  accordingly, 
circumcifion,  or  the  external  token  of  the 
Abrahamic  covenant,  was,  by  divine  ap- 
pointment, affixed  to  the  males  only  ;  but 
the  females  were  as  really  included,  after 
the  token  was  affixed  to  the  males,  as  Abra- 
ham was  included,  before  the  token  was 
appointed. 

The  fign  is  often  put  for  the  thing  figni- 
fied  ;  accordingly,  we  find  that  circumci- 
fion is  fometimes  called  the  token  of  the 
covenant,  and  fometimes  the  covenant  itfelf. 
In  the  fevcnteenih  chapter  of  Genefis, 
God  fays,  ^' I  zuill  make  a  covenant  between 
"  me  and  thee  :  and  I  will  ejlahl'jh  my  covenant 
"  between  me  and  thee  ;  and  thy  feed  after  thee; 
"  to  he  a  God  unto  thee^  and  to  thy  feed  after 
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**  thee.  This  is  my  covenant  which  ye  piall 
^'  ktep  hetxveen  me  and  you^  and  thy  feed  after 
"  thee.  Every  man  child  among  you  Jhall  he 
'*  circumcifcd  ;  and  it  Jhall  be  a  token  of  the 
^'  covenant  between  me  and  you/' 

The  children  of  Abraham  were  certainly 
included  with  him  in  tlie  covenant.  It  is 
impoflible  that  words  fhould  be  more  ex- 
plicit. Thus  Mofes.  and  Jofhua,  and  the 
Prophets,  underftocd  this  covenant  in  ihcir 
day,  and  pradifed  accordingly  ;  as  it  ap- 
pears from  D  rut.  x  x  i x.  to,  ''  Yejland  this  day 
*•  before  the  Lord — all  the  raen  of  Ifrad  ;  your 
"  idde  ones^  and  your  xvives,  that  thou  fioiddft 
''  enter  into  covenant,  that  he  may  he  unto  ihte 
^^^  a  God^  as  he  hath  focrn  to  Abraham"  £~ 
zekiel  xvi — 7,  '•  /  entered  into  covenant  with 
'*  thee^  and  thoubecamef  mine.''  And  in  the 
20th  verfe,  he  complains  thus,  ^'  Thou  haft 
'•  taken  thy  fons  and  thy  daughters^  uhick  thou 
^*  hafl  born  unto  m-',  and  thtfe  thou  hafi  facri- 
^* feed.      Thou  hafl  flain  my  children.'" 

It  is  readily  granted  that  the  Abrahamic 
covenant  included  temporal  blefTings.  In 
this  re-fpeft,  the  Ifraelites  once  enjoyed  pe- 
culiar  advantages ;  but  they  were  princi- 
pally diftinguifhed  by  religious  and  fpiritu- 
al  privileges. 

Thus  it  is  under  the  Gofpel.  Godlinefs 
has  the  promife  of  the  life  zchich  now  is^  and 
efpecially  of  that  which  is  to  come» 
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Circumcifion  was  principally  a  feal  of 
fpiritual  bleflings,  and  fo  is  Baptifrn.  The 
ceremonies  are  different,  bat  the  ends  pro- 
pofed  are  fimilar.  They  both  fignify  the 
necefTity  of  inward  renova'ion  and  FanQifi- 
caiion  by  the  word  and  fpirit  of  God,  and 
of  jufiification  by  the  blood  of  Chrift. 

Thefe  different  rites  were  conflituted  the 
external  tokeas  of  initiation  into  the  cov- 
enant— a  badge  of  di{lin6lion,  and  an  obli- 
gation to  obey  God's  requirements. 

Baptifrn  has  evidently  fuperccded  cir- 
cumcifion, and  rendered  it  unneceffary. 
Thus  the  Apoftle  reafoned  in  his  Epiflle  to 
the  Coloffians.  when  he  found  the  Jewifh 
converts  endeavouring  to  enforce  circum- 
cifion on  the  believing  Gentiles,  with  an  in- 
tention to  make  ufe  of  it  as  a  plea  for  in- 
corporating with  chriftianity  the  whole  ce- 
remonial law,  as  being  effential  to  juftifica* 
lion  and  falvalion. 

He  faw  their  objc8;  and  refufed  to  com- 
ply. Although  he  had,  for  prudential  rea- 
fons,  ci)'cumcifed  Timothy,  he  would  not  con- 
fen  t  to  circumcife  Titus :  but  informed -them, 
that  Baptifrn  was  the  chrijlian  circumcijiony 
and  that  being  already  baptized  they  were 
ofcourfe  circumcifed  to  all  intents  and 
purpofes.  "  Beware  lejl  any  man  fpoil  you 
''  through  philofcphy  and  vain  deceit^  after  the 
'•  rudiments  of  the  wold,  and  not  after  Chrifl ; 
^'for  ye  are  C07?iplete  in  him^    m  whom  ye  arc 
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**  circimcifed  toith   the   circumcijion  of  Chrijl^ 
"  being  buried  with  him  in  Baptifrn.''  Sec, 

The  Tea!  is  changed,  but  ih-;  covenant  is 
efTentially  the  fame.  Saint  Peter,  when  ad- 
drefling  the  Jews,  fays,  "  Ye  are  the  xhildren 
"  of  the  prophets^  and  of  the  covenant^  which 
"  God  made  with  our  fathers^  foy^'''^g  ^"^^^  ^- 
"  brahavh  and  in  thy  feedfJiall  all  the  kindreds 
'^  of  the  earth  be  hleffcd ;  or,  in  thee^  and  in 
"  thy  feedyffiall  all  families  of  the  earth  he  hleffed. 

The  bleffing  here  promifed  is  not  mere- 
ly a  perfonal,  but  a  family  bleffing  ;  and  as 
believers  are  children  of  the  promife,  the 
blefling  extends  to  their  natural  feed,  in 
the  fame  {tn{Q^  that  it  extended  to  the  nat- 
ural feed  of  faithful  Abraham.  As  the 
children  of  Abraham  had  a  right  to  circum- 
cifion,  the  former  appointed  feal,  fo  the 
infant  children  of  chriftian  parents  have 
now  a  right  to  Baptifm,  the  prelent  ap« 
pointed  feal  of  the  fame  covenant. 
1  am,  &:c. 


I 


LETTER      IV. 
SIR, 


N  the   former  Eetter,   I  endeavoured  to 
fhow,    that    the    covenant    made    with    A- 
braham,   of  which   circunicifion    was    the 
C  2 
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feal,  was  properly  tlie  covenant  of  grace. 
The  alterations  which  have  taken  place 
und^r  the  Ncw-Teflament  difpenfation,  are 
merely  circvimllantial.  The  covenant  re- 
mains riibflaniially  the  fame  ;  but  it  is  of 
the  greateft  importance,  to  didingiiifh  cor- 
re6lly,  between  its  outward  adminiiiraiion 
in  Chrift's  vifible  kingdom,  and  its  inward 
efficacy  and  raii61(fying  effeds,  upon  the 
hearts  and  lives  of  its  members.  It  is  e- 
qaally  neceffary  to  apprehend  rightly  the 
nature  ahd  import  of  the  proinife,  or  blef- 
fing  promifcd,  in  this  gracious  covenant. 
Mifapprehenfions,  in  ihefe  particulars, 
have  already  occafioned  a  ftrange  co.ifa- 
fion  of  ideas,  and  difficulties  which  are  al- 
moft  infuperable. 

'•  /  will  be  a  God  to  thee  and  thy  fad,'* 
There  is  nothing  in  this  promife,  which  im- 
plies abfoluLe  and  unconditional  falvation. 
The  bleffing  promied  is  not  unfuiiabie  to 
the  age  and  capacity  of  children.  The 
promife  might  therefore  be  made  to  them, 
with  as  much  propriety  as  to  their  believ- 
ing parents.  '•  /  unit  be  a  God  to  thee  and  to 
thy  feed.'*  That  is,  I  will  be  and  do.  in  the 
way  of  mercy  and  grace,  all  that,  to  and 
for  thee  and  thy  feed,  which  a  Being  of  in- 
finite power,  and  -wifJovn,  and  goodnefs, 
can  be  and  do,  confillently  with  my  cha- 
raBcr  as  moral  Governor  of  the  moral 
world.     The  laving  benefit  of  ihofe    blef- 
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fmgs  here  promifed  and  beftowed,  depends 
uliimately  upon  their  being  righily  ufed 
and  improved. 

We  have,  under  the  covenant  of  grace, 
various  lalen's  and  privileges,  intrufled  to 
our  care  and  mariagprnent  ;  and  we  are 
commanded  to  occupy  and  improve  thefe 
bleffings  and  privileues,  until  our  Lord 
come  and  reckon  with  us.  If  we  fuitably 
and  profitably  ufe  and  improve  thefe  blef- 
fings, we  fhdll  be  accepted  and  rewarded 
accordingly  ;  but  if  we  negK^ft  and  abufe 
them,  we  (hall  be  jnftly  puniHied  for  our 
negligence  and  wick  dne fs. 

It  his  always  been  God's  method,  in  all 
bis  covenant  dealings  and  tranfa6lions,  to 
include  children  with  their  parents.  Thus 
he  cor»du61ed  in  the  covenant  made  with 
our  firft  parents  ;  in  the  covenant  made 
with  Noah  ;  in  the  covenant  made  with 
Abraham,  and  in  the  feveral  renewals  of 
this  covenant,  under  the  various  fubfe- 
quent  difpenfations. 

We  very  often  read  oF  God's  bl effing 
families,  houfes,  and  houfeholds.  The  If- 
raelites  were  bU  fL'd  on  the  account  of.-ibra- 
ham,  Ifaac,  and  Jacob,  and  other  pious 
anceltors ;  and  'he  Apoftle  tt  lis  us  that  they 
are  ftill  b  loved  for  their  Father's  Jake,  ''•  The 
^'  Pfalmid  lays.  The  mercy  of  the  Lord  u  from 
'•  evtrlajl'ng  to  everlajiing^  upon  them  that  fear 
*'  him^  and  his  righteoiifmfs  unto  children  s  chiU 
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"  dren^  to  fuch  a%  keep  his  covenant^  and  re- 
<'  member  his  commandments  to  do  them,'' 

When  Zdccheus  becaine  a  true  believer 
and  penitent,  Chiift  faid  to  him,  "  This  day^ 
"  is  falvation  come  to  this  hoiife^  forafmuch  as 
"  he  alfo  is  the  fin  of  Abraham.''  When  the 
jailer  enquired  what  he  (hould  do  to  be 
favcd,  Peter  replied.  "  Believe  on  the  Lord 
**  J^fi^^  Chrijl^  and  thou  /halt  be  favcd,  and 
"  thy  houfe," 

In  the  allegory  of  the  Olive  Tree,  which 
reprefents  the  church  and  covenant  of 
God,  fom^.  of  the  natural  branches.^  rneaning 
ihe  unbelieving  Jews,  were  hrokfn  off  -,  but 
others  remained,  and  the  believingOentiles, 
■who  orioinally  belonged  to  the  wild  Olive^ 
•were  grafted  in  among  them  and  partook  of  its 
fatnefs.  Now,  fays  the  Apofile,  if  the  rodt 
(he  evidently  meant  the  ancient  Patriarch) 
he  holy^  fo  are  the  branches^  whether  natural 
or  ingrafted. 

The  holinefs  here  referred  to,  is  certain- 
ly a  federal  or  covenant  holinefs,  which  is 
as  applicable  to  children  as  to  iheir  parents. 
Thus,  *•  The  bleffrtg  of  Abraham^  that  falva- 
''  tion  lohich  was  of  the  Jews^  is  come  upon  the 
*'  Gentiles.  They  who  are  of  faith  are  the  chil 
"  dren  of  Abraham^  and  blejfed  with  faithful 
"  Abraham."  They  are  his  adopted  chil- 
dren  ;  and  if  children^  then  heirs  to  all  the 
blefnngs  and    privileges   of  the   covenant. 
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The^  are  the  feed  of  the  blcjfed^  and  their  off- 
spring zuith  them. 

The  doBrine  of  includirig  children  with 
their  parents  in  the  covenant,  is  perfe6lly 
natural  and  congenial  to  our  own  proper 
fentimcnt  and  feelings.  If  you  fhould  meet 
with  the  child  of  a  near  relation  and  dear 
friend,  would  not  your  affe8ion  and  regard 
for  the  parent,  immediately  e^ipand  and  em- 
brrice  his  child  ?  Would  you  not  notice  it 
with  particular  attention,  and  treal  it  with 
peculiar  kindnefs,  for  the  fake,  and  on  the 
account  of  its  beloved  parent  ?  Such  be- 
nevolence would  be  natural  and  right,  and 
undoubtedly  correfpondent  to  the  nature 
of  that  Being  from  whom  it  was  derived. 

Believers  are  the  children  of  God,  as  well 
as  of  Abraham.  They  are  his  friends  and 
favourites;  and  his  friendfhip  for  them 
extends  and  embraces  their  natural  chil- 
dren ;  and  according  to  his  promife,  he 
blcffes  them  with  his  richeO:  mercies,  tem- 
poral and  fpiritual  ;  but,  as  we  have  ob- 
ferved,the  faving  ben.  fit  of  thefe  bleflings 
and  privileges,  under  Providence,  depends 
upon  their  own  right  ufe  and  improvement. 
It  does  not  appear  from  precept,  or  ex- 
ample, or  fair  implication,  that  the  cove- 
nant made  with  Abraham  and  his  pofterity, 
has  ever  been  repeah  d  or  fet  alide  ;  or 
that  any  alteraiions  have  taken  place,  ex- 
cepting fuch  as  are  merely  circua^ftantiaL 
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The  children  oF  parents  in  the  chriftiart 
church,  are  as  capable  of  being  me'iiber* 
of  the  covenint,  and  of  having  the  rcqui- 
fite  qualificauons,  and  things  figiiificd  by 
Bap^ifm,  as  the  infants  of  Abraham  and  his 
pofterity  were,  of  being  included  in  the 
covenant  made  wiih  them. 

The  Abrahamic  covenant^  or  covenant 
of  circumcifion.  as  ii  is  fometimes  called,  we 
are  exprefsly  told,  was  made  with  the  Aozy^o/" 
Ifrael.  The  renewals  of  this  covenant,  or 
the  mio  covenant,  as  it  is  fometimes  called, 
on  account  of  greater  piivileges,  we  are 
exprefsly  told,  is  made  with  the  houft.  of 
Ifrael.  The  covenant  and  fubjeQs  thereof, 
making  fuiiable  allowance  for  the  differ- 
cnce  of  circumftances,  are  the  fame  under 
the  new  as  under  tfce  old  Tefiament,  Bap- 
tifm  is  the  chrijlian  cir cuvicijion  ;  and  this 
appointed  feal  of  the  covenant,  it  appears 
highly  probable,  was  affixed  by  the  Apof- 
tles  and  primitive  minillers  of  Chrift,  ta 
the  children  of  believing  parents.  There 
is  nothing  contrary  to  this  opinion  affcrted 
or  intimated  in  the  New  Teftament. 

Neither  women,  nor  infants  are  particu- 
larly mentioned,  in  the  account  we  have  of 
Baptifm,  during  the  miniliration  of  John 
and  of  our  Saviour;  but  mere  filence,  in  this 
cafe,  is  no  proof  that  they  were  not  bap- 
tized. When  our  Saviour  had  afcended, 
Peterj  at  the  feall  of  Pentecoft,   exhorted 
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his  hearers  to  faith  and  repentance,  faying, 
"  The  prcmife  is  to  yoic  and  your  children  i^ 
and  we  are  told  "  That  they  who  gladly  re- 
*'  ceived  his  uord^  were  haplized  ;  av~d  the  famt 
*'  day  there  wtre  added  unto  theniy  about  three 
*'  t  ho  uf and  fouls"  It  is  not  likely,  that  thofe 
perfons  who  lived  at  a  diftance,  brought 
their  children  with  them  on  this  occafion  ; 
but  the  citizens  of  Jerufalem  who  believ- 
ed, might  devote  their  infant  children  with 
themfeives,  to  God  in  Baptifm.  Thofe  a- 
dult  perfons  who  ''received  the  word  gladly 
were  baptized  ;'*  and  it  is  further  obferved, 
*'  that  three  thouf and  fouls  were  added  unto  them" 
It  is  not  faid  three  thoufand  men  and  wo- 
men, but  three  thoufand  fouls ^  an  expreflion 
of  the  mod  indefinite  nature,  and  which, 
according  to  its  common  ufage  in  fcripture, 
includes  perfons  of  both  fexes  and  of  eve- 
ry age. 

We  are  in  other  places  informed  con- 
cerning the  Baptifm  of  whole  houleholds, 
when  the  parent  became  a  believer.  Thus 
*'  Lydia  and  her  houf  hold  were  baptized; — Ste- 
*'  phanas  and  his  hovf.hold  were  baptized; — the 
^^  jailer  and  allhis^  were  baptized^  ftraightzvay" 

The  infpired  writers  have  not  told  us 
whether  thefe  children  were  males  or  fe- 
males. They  have  not  mentioned  the  age 
and  name  of  each  child;  but  the  account 
is  as  particular  as  we  could    expe8:  in  a 
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narrative  of  facls,    fo  extremely  concife  as 
the  hiftory  of  the  A^s  of  the  Apoftles. 

li  is  poffible  that  fome  of  ihefe  children 
were  old  enough  to  a6l  for  themfelves ;  but 
it  appears  to  me,  much  more  probable,  that 
fome,  if  not  all  of  ihem.  were  fo  young  as 
to  have  been  baptized  on  the  account  of 
their  parents.  The  meaning  feems  to  be 
fo  plain  and  obvious,  as  not  to  need  any 
comment;  efpecially  when  we  confider 
that  infant  children  have  never  been  pre- 
cluded from  Baptifm,  the  prefent  appointed 
token  ;  and  that  under  former  difpenfa- 
tions,  they  always  were  admitted  with  their 
parents  into  covenant  wifh  God. 

Another  very  conclufive  argument  in  fa- 
vour of  infant  Baptifm,  we  have  recorded 
in  the  firft  epiftle  to  the  Corinthians  vii.  14. 
It  feems  that  fome  perfons  who  had  been 
converted  to  the  chriftian  religion,  were 
connefted  wiih  unbelieving  yoke-fellows, 
and  that  the  lawfulnefs  of  their  cohabiting 
with  them  was  doubted.  They  began  to 
imagine  that  a  reparation  was  necefTary,  left 
the  offspring  of  fuch  marriages  fliould  be 
deemed  impure,  and  unfit  to  be  taken  into 
covenant  with  God. 

Under  the  law  of  Mofes,  the  Ifraelites 
were  forbidden  to  marry  with  unprofelyted 
Gentiles;  and  in  the  days  of  Ezra  and  Ne- 
he?niah,  they  were  exprefsly  required  to  put 
away  thofejlran^t  wives^  whom  they  had  il- 
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Jicitly  married,  together  with  their  children. 
But  the  cafe,  we  find,  is  different  under  the 
Gofpel.  The  Gentiles  are  now  to  be  con- 
iidered  as  cleanfed,  and  no  longer  to  be  "  cal- 
led common  and  unclean" 

The  danger  of  being  corrupted  by  an  un% 
believing  partner,  is  not  fo  great  as  it  was 
under  the  former  difpenfaiion.  There  is  a 
fair  prorpe6l  that  the  believing  hiifhand  will  be 
inftrumental  in  faving  his  wife  ;  and  that  the 
believing  wife  will  be  inftrumental  in  faving  her 
hujhand:  and  further,  the  Apoftle  tells  us, 
*•  That  the  unbelieving  hujband  is  fanElifed  by  the 
"  wife,  and  the  unbelieving  wife  is  fandified  by 
''  the  kiijband ;  elfc  were  your  children  unclean^ 
*'  but  now  are  they  holy,'* 

Among  the  Ifraelites,  many  things  and 
perfons  were  confidered  as  legally  unclean, 
and  vifibly  unholy  ;  and  on  this  account, 
were  interdifted.  Accordingly,  the  Ifrael- 
ites were  prohibited  the  ufe  of  various  kinds 
of  food.  They  were  not  allowed  to  afToci- 
ate  with  the  unprofclyted  Gentiles,  in  their 
religious  affemblies,  or  intermix  with  them 
in  marriages ;  and  children  born  of  fuch  pa- 
rents, were  confidered  as  unclean  and  unho- 
ly, and  as  not  having  a  right  to  covenant 
privileges. 

Again  :  thofe  perfons  and  things,  which 
were  confecrated  and  fet  apart  for  facred 
and  rcHgious  ufcs,  divs  {{ylcd  clean  a7id  holy. 
Thus  the  Ifraelites  are  denominated  a  holy 
people i  and  their   fir/l.  hum  holy  to  the  Lord, 

n 
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Their  children  were  alfo  denominated  holy^ 
as  being  the  branches  of  a  holy  root — the  ofF- 
fpring  of  God*s  covenant  people  ;  and  of 
confequence,  had  a  right  to  the  appointed 
token.  And  thus  ir  is  under  the  Gofpel :  the 
children  of  believers,  by  divine  appoint- 
ment, are  to  be  coi.fidered  and  treated  as 
federal! V  holy,  and  confequently  as  being 
the  proper  lubje6ls  of  Bapifin. 

Indeed  the  privileges  of  children,  in  this 
refpe8,  are  now  much  greater  than  they  were 
under  former  difpenfations  ;  for  on  fuppofi- 
tion  the  father  or  mother  fhouM  happen  to 
be  an  unbeliever,  this  circumltance  is  not 
allowed  to  it^fringe  their  claim.  The  cha- 
rafter  of  children  is  denominated  from  the 
htluving  parent  ;  and  their  right  10  Baptifm 
is  the  fame  that  it  would  have  been,  if  both 
parents  were  believers.  For  the  Apoftlc 
fays,  "  The  unhUeving  hiijhand  is  fanHifed  by 
"  (cr  to,  as  it  might  have  been  rendered;  the 
"  hdieving  wife^  and  the  unbiluvivg  wiff  is  fane- 
''  tijied  by  for  to)  the  believing  hufband^  el  ft  -were 
^^  your  children  inxlean^  hut  now  are  thy  h'ly'" 

Pcrfons  and  things  are  faid  to  h^  fan^ified^ 
when  rendered  fubfervient  to  the  end  pro- 
pofed.  The  Sabbath  is  faid  to  be  JanBiJicd 
by  God,  becaufe  fet  apart  and  blefled  by 
him  for  holy  purpofes.  The  food  we  eat  h 
fanflijifd^  when  blcfTed  to  the  nourifliment  of 
our  bodies.  Afflictions  are  JanBijied^  when 
bleffed  to  our  religious  and  moral  improve- 
ment.      Accordingly,    the  unbelieving  huf- 
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band  or  wife,  is  fanHified  to  the  believing 
companion  The  connexion  is  approved 
and  blefTed  lo  the  ends  propofed,  and  efpe- 
cially  as  it  ref'peBs  their  pofteriiy. 

Perfons  and  things  are  fometimes  repre- 
fented  2l^  fanHifitd^  by  means  of  their  relation 
to,  and  connexion  with,  other  things,  which 
are  termed  holy.  The  gold  \s  fpoken  of  by 
our  Saviour,  ?i^  fariHi ficd.  hy  the  Temple^  with 
which  it  was  conncfted,  and  for  which  it  was 
intended  as  ornamt-nts  or  utenfils.  The 
gift  is  mentioned,  2iS  fanclijied  hy  the  altar ^  with 
which  it  was  connefted,  and  upon  which  it 
was  offered;  and  thus  the  unbelieving  huf- 
band  or  wife,  being  married  to  a  believer,  is 
become  one  fltjli^  and,  by  means  of  this  union, 
may  be  confi.^ered  's.^  JanHifitd^  or  blefTed  by 
God  to  the  ufe  and  benefit  of  the  believing 
partner:  "  elfe  were  your  children  %mdean  ;"  that 
is,  in  the  fame  fenfe,  difquilified  for  Baptifm, 
as  if  both  their  parents  were  unbelievers  or 
heathens;  '' hi  nozu  are  they  holy;''  that  is, 
qualified,  as  really  for  a  regular  admiffion 
into  Chrifl's  vifible  covenant  or  kingdom,  as 
if  both  their  parents  had  been  profeffcd  be- 
lievers. 

The  children  here  fpoken  of,  are  not  adult 
perfons,  but  infants  or  minors ;  and  this  re- 
puted hoiinefs,  which  entitles  them  to  cove» 
nant  privileges,  and  in  particular  to  Baptifm, 
the  vifible  token  of  initiation,  is  evidently 
different  in  its  fignification  from  the  fan6li- 
fication  of  the  unbelieving  hufband  or  wife. 
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The  adult  unbeliever  may  be  induced  to 
believe  the  Gofpel,  or  may  be  inherently 
and  fav in s,\ y  f and ified  by  means  of  the  believ- 
ing confort,  and  of  courfe  have  an  undoubt- 
ed perfonal  right  to  Baptifm,  but  cannot  de- 
rive this  right  from  the  faith  of  any  other 
perfon. 

But  we  find,  in  the  fcripture,  that  all  crea- 
tures, relations,  and  enjoyments,  are  faid  to 
ht  fanBiJied  to  believers.  "  To  the  purt^'  fays 
the  Apollle,  "  all  things  are  pure.  Every  crca- 
"  tnrt  of  God  is  good,  and  nothing  to  be  refufed, 
"  if  it  be  received  with  thanksgiving  :  for  it  is 
^'farMified  by  the  word  of  God  and  prayer.''  And 
thus  the  unbelieving  hufband  or  wife  is  fane- 
tifted  to  the  lawful  ufe  of  the  believer,  io  far 
as  concerns  their  cohabitation,  their  conju- 
gal fociety,  and  the  federal  holinefs  of  their 
pofterity. 

We  do  not  pretend  that  the  inward  quali- 
ty of  real  holinefs  can  be  transferred  from 
parents  to  children;  but  external  frivileges, 
covenant  privileges,  may  be  and  have  been 
tranimiited  :  the  children  of  believers  are 
therefore  denominated  holy,  as  having  a  vifi- 
ble  right  to  thefe  covenant  bleflings. 

You  have  not  told  us.  Sir,  how  you  under- 
fland  the  paffage  of  fcripture  we  have  been 
confidering.  1  will  therefore  juft  notice  the 
explanation  as  given  by  Dr.  Gill  and  other 
Baptill  writers.  They  tell  us  that  the  "  Apof. 
tie  means  a  matrimonial  holinefs.  That  the 
unbelieving  hufband  is  married  or  efpoufed 


INFANT    BAPTISM*  |l 

tb  the  wife,  and  the  unbelieving  wife  married 
to  the  hufband  :  elfe  were  your  children  baf- 
tards,  but  now  are  they  legiiimate." 

This  conftru6lion  appears  to  be  far-fetch- 
ed, very  unnatural,  and  even  palpably  ab- 
furd.  The  irifpired  writers  were  never  in 
the  habit  of  exprcfling  the  idea  of  being  mar- 
ried, by  the  word  fandified;  nor  the  idea  of 
bajlar'dy^  by  the  word  unclean-,  nor  the  idea  of 
kgitimacy\  by  the  word  holy. 

The  Corinthian  converts  knew,  as  well  as 
Saint  Paul  could  tell  them,  that  they  were 
married,  and  that  they  had  tranfgrefTed  no 
law  by  thus  marrying.  They  never  doubted 
the  legah'iy  of  their  marriage,  or  the  legitima- 
cy of  their  children.  How  very  unreafona- 
ble  then,  to  fuppofe  that  the  Apoftle  meant 
to  inform  them  that  they  were  married,  and 
that  their  children  were  not  bailards,  but  le- 
gitimate; and  in  language  too,  entirely  fo- 
reign to  the  fuhje6l  ? 

In  the  days  of  primitive  chriflianity,  it  fre- 
quently happened  that  one  of  the  partners  in 
marriage,  the  hufbiiid  or  the  wife,  embraced 
the  chridian  religion,  while  the  other  re- 
mained in  a  (late  of  infidelity;  and  when  we 
confider  that  the  law  of  Mofes  forbade  the 
Ifraelites  to  marry  with  the  unprofelyted  Gen- 
tiles, and  that  in  fome  inftances,  in  which 
marriage  had  taken  place,  they  were  a6lua:ly 
required  to  put  away  th-ir  heathen  wives  and 
children,  it  might  very  naturally  become  a 
queition  among  the  Gerjtile  converts,  whe- 
D  2 
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thcr  the  matrimonial  connexion,  between  a 
believer  and  unbeliever,  fhould  be  continu- 
ed or  diflblved  ;  and  bow  their  children,  in 
fuch  cafes,  would  be  viewed  and  treated. 
The  Apoflle's  anfwer  to  thefe  queftions,  as  we 
have  explained  it.  is  pertinent  and  psrfeftly 
fatisfaBory.  He  has  folved  their  doubts  in 
a  maftcrly  and  unanfwerable  manner. 

On  the  other  hand,  how  weak  and  infigni- 
ficant  is  the  apoftle's  reafoning,  according  to 
Dr.  Gill  and  others  ?  "  Elfe  were  your  chil- 
'*  dren  baflards,  but  now  are  they  legi'j- 
*'  mate."  This  is  mentioned  as  an  inference; 
and  what  are  the  preraifes  ?  "  The  unbe- 
'*  iieving  hufband  or  wife  is  married  to  the 
*'  believer,  otherwife  your  children  would 
''  have  been  baftards  but  now  are  they  legiti- 
''  mate."  It  is  certainly  true  that  children 
begotten  and  born  of  unmarried  parents,  are 
badards ;  and  it  is  certainly  true  that  children 
begoiten  and  born  of  married  parents,  are 
legitimate;  it  is  alfo  equally  certain,  that 
one  and  one  are  two,  and  that  two  and  two 
are  four;  but  who  ever  difputed  thefe  truths  ? 
and  what  infpired  prophet  or  apoftle  ever 
ferioufly  undertook  to  prove  them  ?  If  the 
difpute  had  been  concerning  the  marriage  of 
ihefe  perfons,  or  the  legitimacy  of  their  chil- 
dren, thev  would  undoubtedly  have  applied 
to  the  office  of  the  town  clerk,  or  to  the  pub- 
lic records,  for  a  foluiion  of  the  queftion  ; 
and  not  to  a  chriflian  caiuifl,  who  relidcd  in 
ilic  remote  city  of  Philippi. 
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It  is  a  circumftance  worthy  our  particular 
notice  that  the  Apoftle  had  repeatedly  ftyled 
thefe  perfons,  hufband  and  wife  ;  and  cer- 
tainly no  man  can  be  a  hufband,  unlefs  he 
have  a  wife^  or  woman  who  is  married  to 
him;  and  no  woman  can  be  a  wife,  unlefs 
fhe  have  a  hufband,  or  man  who  i&  married 
to  her. 

It  feems  St.  Paul  had  taken  it  for  granted, 
and  had  repeatedly  and  explicitly  acknow- 
ledged that  they  were  married;  and  would 
he,  after  ail  this,  be  fo  tautological,  as  to  fay 
again,  that  the  unbelieving  hufband  is  mar- 
ried to  the  wife,  and  the  unbelieving  wife  is 
married  to  the  hufDand  ?  And  would  he,  in- 
ftead  of  ufi ng  ihe  common  word  married^j 
which  every  body  underftood,  have  (ubfli- 
tuted  the  word  fanHified,,  which  was  never 
before  or  fince,  ufed  in  this  fenfe  by  an  in- 
fpired  writer  ? 

Bur,  we  are  told  that  "  marriage  or  ef- 
"  poufal,  is  fometimes  exprefTed  in  the  Jew- 
*'  ifh  writings  by  a  word  in  their  language, 
*«  which  fignjfies  to  fan8ify."  And  if  true, 
what  is  it  to  the  purpofe  ?  The  Apoftle  was 
not  writing  to  the  Jews,  in  their  language, 
but  to  the  Greeks,  and  in  the  Greek  lan- 
guage ;  and  you  will  again  permit  me  to  ob- 
ferve,  that  this  is  a  novel  fenfe,  in  which  the 
"  Hebrew  word  Kadajh^  and  the  Greek  word 
*'  agiazo^  which  fignify  to  fan8ify,  were 
**  never  ufed  in  the  facred  fcriptures."  As 
to  the  Greek    word    Agios^  which   is    here 
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tranflated  holy.  I  believe  no  perfon  has  pre» 
tended,  tb?it  any  author,  unlefs  on  the  pre- 
fent  occafion,  ever  ufed  it  to  fignify  legiti- 
mate. The  conftru6tion  is  not  even  plaufi- 
ble.  Oar  tranflation  is  undoubtedly  cor- 
re6l.  The  queftion  was  not  refpeQing  the 
legitimacy  of  their  children,  but  concerning 
their  right  to  Baptifm  ;  which  the  Apoftlc 
has  anfwered  affirma'ively. 

If  the  unbeliever  fhould  be  difpofed  to 
forfake  the  believing  confort,  let  him  or  her 
depart.  The  believer,  in  this  cafe,  is  not 
permitted  to  renounce  his  religion,  in  order' 
to  prevent  a  feparation.  But  if  the  unbe- 
liever be  defirous  of  remaining  v/ith  his  of 
her  believing  companion,  the  believer  is  not 
allowed  to  feparate.  Thofe  reafons,  which 
exifted  under  the  Mofaic  difpenfation,  for* 
feparating  in  fuch  cafes,  do  not  exifi:  under" 
the  Gofpel  of  Chrift,  either  with  refped  to 
the  believing  parent  or  the  children. 

The  danger  of  being  corrupted  by  the  un- 
believer— of  being  feduced  to  a  ftate  of  un- 
belief and  idolatry,  is  lefs  than  it  was ;  while 
the  probability  is  much  greater,  of  reclaim- 
ing the  unbeliever,  and  of  training  up  the 
children  in  the  nurture  and  admonition  of  the 
Lord.  Perhaps  Oman,  thou  mayejl  fave  thy 
wife  ;  or  perhaps  0  woman,  thou  mayejl  fave  thy 
hujband. 

The  marriage  is  approved  and  confirmed  ; 
and  as  thofe  meats  which  were  anciently 
prohibited   as  ujicleanj  are  now   faid   to   be 
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cleanjed  Siud  fanHified ;  fo  the  unbelieving  huf- 
hand  or  ivife  is  JanBiJied  by  or  to  the  ufe  of 
the  believer.  The  children  are  therefore  not 
to  be  confidered  unclean,  or  unfit  for  dedica- 
tion to  God,  as  would  have  been  the  cafe 
under  the  Mofaic  difpenfation,  but  as  holy  ; 
that  is,  in  the  fame  fenfe  holy,  or  vifibiy 
qualified  for  the  appointed  token  of  the 
covenant,  as  if  both  the  parents  had  been 
Ifraelites  under  the  law  of  Mofes,  or  both 
believers  under  the  Gofpel  of  Chrifl. 

This  argument,  founded  on  the  reafoning 
of  St.  Paul,  appears  to  be  conclufire  in  fa- 
vour of  infant  Baptifm.  Its  force  can  never 
be  evaded  or  furmounted.  I  wiih,  dear  Sir, 
that  you  would  review  and  confider  it,  with 
attention  and  incipartiality. 

1  am.  Sir,  Sec, 


LETTER      V. 
SIR, 

A  HAVE  re-afTuraed  my  pen,  in  order 
to  (late  other  arguments  in  favour  of  infant 
Baptifm.  It  is  a  faB  well  known,  that  our 
Saviour  and  his  Apoftles,  pra6lifed  bleffing 
authoritatively  thofe  pcrfons  who  were 
qualified  to  receive  the  blefiing.  One  form 
of  pronouncing  this  bleffing  was  in  the  fol- 
lowing words ;  "  Peace  he  tOy  or  with  you^  from 
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G)d  the  Father  and  from  th"  Lord  Jcfos  Chriji^ 
&c."  In  conformiiy  to  this  praBice  our  Sa- 
viour repeatedly  bK-ffed  his  difciples.  ^"-Pcace 
"  bezinch  you — viy  peace  I  give  unto  you — my  peaces 
*-*  I  l-avemthyou,   &c." 

We  are  nc  t  told  in  what  form  of  words,, 
the  Prince  of  Peace  bleffed  thofe  infant  chil- 
dren, who  were  prefented  to  him  by  their 
beliviiig  parents,  for  the  purpofeof  receiv- 
ing his  blelTing;  but,  when  he  fent  forth  his 
difciples  to  preach  the  Gofpel,  St.  Matthew^ 
informs  ns,  that  he  exprefsly  ordered  them, 
upon  entering  "  a  houfc^  to  falute  it  ;  and  if 
*'  the  houfe  he  worthy^  let  your  peace  come  upon  it^ 
*'  hut  if  It  he  not  worthy^  let  your  peace  return  t9 
^^ you."  Saint  Luke  has  explained  to  us,, 
what  this  worthinefs  of  the  houfe  is,  which  in- 
titles  the  houfehcld  to  the  bleffing.  *«  If  the 
*'  Son  of  Peace  he  there ^  your  peace  Jliall  refl  upon 
*'  it  ;  if  not -i  it  fliall  return  to  you  again,''  Ob- 
ferve  the  emphatical  words. — If  the  Sen  of 
Peace  he  there  ;  if  the  parent  or  head  of  the  fam- 
ily be  a  believer,  or  friend  to  me  and  my  doc- 
trine, pronouce  the  apoftolical  benedidion. 
It  is  obfervable  that  our  Saviour  ufes  the 
word  Son^  in  the  fingular  number,  as  if  be 
meant  to  preclude  all  cavil,  and  all  uncer- 
tainty as  to  his  meaning.  Jfthe  Son  of  Peace 
he  there.  If  but  anr.  or  ihe  parents  be  a  be- 
liever, deliver  your  mcffage.  Blefs  not  only 
the  believing  parent,  but  the  children — blefs 
the  hoife  in  my  name.  And  if  children  are 
iiiiiiled  to  the  covenant  bkfTing  of  Abraham, 
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*«n  account  of  their  believing  parent,  they 
certainly  have  a  right  to  the  vifible  initiating 
token  of  the  covenant.  * 

It  is  admitted  that  our  Saviour  did  not 
baptize  thoi'e  children,  who  were  brought  to 
him  for  a  bleffiiig.  He  never  adminiftered 
the  ordinance  of  Bapiifm,  on  any  occafion, 
to  any  perfon,  adult  or  infant;  but  his  Apof- 
tles  were  in  the  conftant  pra8ice  of  bapri- 
zing;and  as  has  been  already  fhown,  we  have 
abundant  reafon  to  think  rh at  they  baptized, 
as  well  as  blelTed,  the  houfeholds  of  believ- 
ers ;  hut  if  they  did  rci  baptize,  shey  cer- 
tainly blcffed  them,  as  havirjg  a  r'l^hi  to  the 
family  or  covenant  blciffi  s;  of  faithful  Abra- 
ham ;  and  on  this  ihe  argument  in  favour  of 
infant  Bapiifm  depends. 

The  ark  was  a  r  markab'e  type  of  the 
covenant  of  grace,  and  efpecially  as  it  proved 
the  means  of  temporal  falvaiion  not  only  to 
Noah,  but  to  his  family.  The  Apoftle  telU 
us,  in  his  Epiftle  to  the  Hebrews,  xu  7, 
*'  that  Noah^  by  faith^  being  zcarntd  of  God  of 
>'  things  not  fecn  as  yet^  moved  with  fiar^  pr6^ 
*'  pared  an  ark  to  the  faving  of  his  hcufe.'"  No- 
ah believed  God,  and  was  influenced  by  his 
faith  to  provide  an  ark,  into  which,  by  divine 
appointment,  hi^  houfehold  was  admitted; 
and  by  means  of  which,  his  family,  his  chil- 
dren, as  weH  as  Jnimftlf,  were  faved  alive  ; 
whc  T^  a'l  mankind  be  fides,  were  overwhelm- 
ed arid  deftioyed  by  the  univerfal  deluge. 
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Alluding  to  this  wonderful  prefervation  of 
Noah's  family,  and  on  the  account  of  his 
faith,  Saint  Peter,  in  his  firft  Epiftle,  in,  20> 
2  1,  fpeaking  of  the  ark^  fays,  '•  Wherein  few^ 
''  that  is^  ei^ht  folds  were  Javed  by  uater,''  Both 
the  Apoflles  are  very  particular,  in  mention- 
ing not  only  the  prefervation  of  Noah,  but 
of  his  houfehold,  and  by  means  of  the  ark 
which  floated  upon  the  water.  ^' In  like  Ji- 
<'  gure  u  hereunto  Bapiifm  doth  alfo  now  fave  us ;" 
and  truly  the  likenefs  of  the  figure  is  very 
remarkable  ;  for  as  Noah  bv  faith  prepared 
an  ark,  into  which  his  houfehold  was  admit- 
ted with  hi-r-'elf  and  faved  ;  fo  the  children, 
the  houfehold  of  believers,  are  vifibly  and 
regularly  initiated  with  their  parents,  by 
Baptifm,  into  the  covenant  of  grace. 

This  reUgious  tranfaQion  mud  be  per- 
formed in  faith,  and  in  a  fincere  confcientious 
manner.  It  is  not,  as  the  Apoftte  obferves, 
■the  putting  aacy  the  Jilth  of  the  fljh  ;  that  is, 
the  mere  external  ceremony  of  Baptifm, 
which  faves  us,  but  the  avfwcr  of  a  good  con- 
fcience  toward  God, 

Some  have  fuppofed  that  this  laft  claufe 
invalidates  the  argument  with  reference  to 
infant  Baptifm  ;  but  it  is  a  miitake.  The 
argument  inftead  of  being  weakened,  is 
(Irengthencd  and  confirmed  ;  for  the  like- 
nefs of  the  figure,  which  the  Apoftle  exprefs- 
\y  mentioned,  and  which  we  are  not  allowed 
to  overlook,  appears  chiefly,  if  not  wholly, 
in  the  ordinance  of  Bapiifm,   as   it   refpeQs 
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infants.  It  was  on  the  account  of  Noah*s 
faith  and  righteoufnefs,  that  his  family  was 
fpared,  when  all  others  were  deftroyed,  as 
we  find  recorded  in  the  fixth  and  feventh 
chapters  of  Genefis.  And  the  Lord  /aid  unto 
Noah^  come  thou,  and  all  thy  hoiife^^  into  the  ark  ; 
and  zoith  thee^  -will  I  ejlahlijh  my  covenant^  for  thee 
have  Ifeen  righteous  before  me  in  this  genera ti:>n, 
Noah  fincerely  obeyed  the  divine  co^nmand. 
He  a6led  agreeably  to  the  di^l^ciles  of  a  aood 
confcience.  Under  the  hitluence  of  faiih  he 
built  the  ark— hv-  entered  the  ark,  and  in- 
troduce^  n'ls  houfehold  ;  and  thus  the  be- 
lieving parent  aBs  uprightly  and  confcien- 
tioufly  in  devoting  himfelf  and  children  to 
God  in  Baptifm. 

No  perfon  can  perform  acceptably  any 
duty  or  fervice,  either  for  himfelf  or  for 
another,  unl^fs  influenced  by  faith  and  a 
good  confcience. 

It  evidently  appears  that  our  falvation  by 
Baptifm  was  typified  by  the  remarkable  pre- 
fervation  of  Noah's  family  by  means  of 
water ;  and  efpecially  when  we  confider  that 
the  children  of  believers  are  vifibly  admitted 
with  their  parents,  by  this  difcriminating 
token,  into  the  gofpel  covenant,  as  the  chil- 
dren of  Noah  were,  included  with  their 
father  in  the  covenant  God  made  with  him^ 
and  on  his  account  and  for  his  fake,  were 
admitted  into  the  ark. 

Another   argument    in    favour    of  infant 
Baptifm,  we  find  in  the    firft   Epiftle  to   the 
E 
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Corinthians,  x,  2.  In  which  place  the  A* 
poftle,  fpeaking  of  the  Uraeliies  who  left 
Egypt,  fays,  "  They  were  all  baptized  unto  Mofes 
««  in  the  cloud  and  in  the  Jea"'  We  are  often 
told  by  the  Bapiift,  that  there  is  no  example 
in  facred  fcripture,  in  favour  of  infant  Bap- 
tifm.  This  declaration  is  incorreft.  S^int 
Paul  tells  us,  that  "  thty  were  all  baptized^  un- 
"  to  or  into  Mofes^^  in  the  cloud  and  in  the  fea  ;'* 
or  by  the  cloud  and  by  the  fea,  as  the  original 
words  might  with  great  propriety  have  been 
tranflated.  Here  then  was  infant  Baptifm  ; 
not  only  men  and  women  were  baptized,  but 
children,  fucking  children,  in  the  arms  of 
their  parents.  It  is  true  this  happened  in 
the  time  of  Mofes;  but  Saint  Paul  quotes 
the  paffage  and  applies  it  exprelsly  to  the 
Chriflian  Baptifm.  The  Baptifts,  themfelves, 
acknowledge  it  alludes  to  the  Chriftian  Bap- 
tifm. The  argument  is  therefore  as  conclu- 
five  in  favour  of  infant  Baptifm,  as  if  the  event 
had  taken  place  in  the  days  of  the  Apoflles. 
The  Jewifh  writers  particularly  mention, 
that  the  "  Ifraelites  were  baptized  in  the 
"  wildernefs  and  adnntted  into  covenant 
"  with  God  before  the  law  was  given  ;"  and 
accordir)gIy,  as  we  have  obferved,  the  Gen- 
tiles when  profelyted  to  their  religion,  were 
initiated  by  Baptifm.  All  the  males  were 
circumcifed,  and  all  the  males  and  females, 
adults  and  infants,  were  baptized;  and  it 
fecms  from  what  the  Jews  faid  to  John,  that 
t-hey  aBually  expeQed  the  ordinance  of  Bap- 
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nfm  would  be  again  adinjnifirated  to  the 
people  of  their  own  nation,  whenever  the 
Mcffiah,  or  the  E'ias  his  forerunner,  (hould 
appear.  They  undoubtedly  expe6\ed  that 
infants  as  well  as  adult  perfons  would  then 
be  baptized,  agreeably  to  what  had  happen- 
ed to  ihem  in  the  wildernefs,  and  in  con- 
formity to  their  common  r^'uBice,  as  it  ref- 
pe6ted  the  Gentile  profelyies.  According- 
ly, Saint  Paul,  in  a  very  emphatical  maniier, 
and  with  exprefs  reference  to  the  Chriftian 
Baptifm,  mentions  that  they  were  all  bap- 
tized. 

The  word  ^//,  certainly  comprehends  per- 
fons of  both  fexes,  and  of  every  age,  infants 
and  adults;  and  it  is  very  remarkable,  how 
frequently  and  how  emphatically  he  men- 
tions thi5  univerfal  term.  The  word  all  is 
repeated  no  lefs  than  fix  times,  as  if  with  de- 
iign  to  prevent  all  poffibility  of  being  mifun- 
derftood.  "  They  all  did  eat  of  the  fame 
"  fpiritual  meat. — They  ^// did  drink  of  the 
"  fame  fpiritual  drink. — They  all  were  un- 
"  der  the  cloud. — They  all  paffed  through 
'•  the  fea  ;  and  were  air  (that  is  males  and 
"  females,  adults  and  infants)  ''  baptized  unto 
Mofes  in  the  cloud  and  in  the  fea. — All  thefe 
things  happened  to  them  for  enfamples  and 
are  written  for  our  admoniiion,"  fays  the 
Apodle.  And  they  plainly  leach  us  this  im- 
portant truth,  that  as  all  thelfraelites,  together 
with  their  infant  children,  were  baptized  in- 
to Mofes,  fo  all  believers,  together  with  their 
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infant  children,    are    to   be  baptized    into 
Chrift. 

Mofes  was  a  type  of  Chrift — his  Baptifm 
in  the  wildernefs.  was  typical  oFthe  Chriflian 
Baptifrn.  The  Ifraelites,  who  defcended 
from  Abraham,  being  God's  covenant  peo- 
ple, were  typical  of  believers,  who  are  nom 
counted  for  his  feed  ;  and  as  all  the  congrega- 
tion oFthe  IFraeiites,  including  adult  parents 
and  their  infant  children,  were  baptized  into 
Mofes,  fo  all  adult  believers,  together  with 
their  inFant  children,  are  to  be  baptized  in- 
to Chrift  under  the  GoFpel  inftitution. 
This  appears  to  be  the  Apo-lle's  argument, 
and  his  reafoning  is  to  the  purpofe. 
I  am,  Sir,  cScc. 


I 


L  E  T  T   E  R      VI. 

SIR, 


AM  not  unmindful  that  the  Baplid  con- 
fider  the  Abrahamic  covenant,  of  which  cir- 
cumcifion  was  the  token,  or  the  covenant 
of  circumcifion,  as  it  is  fometimes  called,  as 
being  abfolutely  annulled  ;  and  the  Gofpel 
covenant,  as  being  a  new  and  diftinft  cove- 
nant. This  opinion  we  have  already  endea- 
voured to  conFuie  ;  but  as  it  appears  to  be 
very  much  relied  upon  by  yourfelf  and  oth- 
ers, it  may  perhaps  merit  a  more  particular 
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confideratibn.  Let  us  then  carefully  and 
impartially  enquire  i:.co  the  meaning  of  the 
Apoftle,  in  the  8th  chapter  to  ihe  Hebrews; 
in  whic'i  place,  he  is  exprefsly  treating  of  this 
old  and  new  covenant. 

I  perceive.  Sir,  that  you  have  quoted  the 
13th  verfe,  &c.  but  have  omiued  the  8t!t 
and  9th  verfcs,  without  which  it  is  irnpofii- 
ble  to  underftand  your  quotation.  •  The  13th 
verfe  is  as  follows  :  "  In  that  he  faith  a  nezo 
"  covenant  ke  hath  made  the  firjl  old  ;  now  that 
''  which  decayeth  and  waxcth  old^  is  ready  to  vanijii 
"  away.''  You  muft  be  fenfible  that  it  is  a 
a  matter  of  the  greateft  importance  in  the 
prefent  enquiry,  for  us  to  underftand  rightly 
the  import  of  this  old  covenant,  and  alfo  to 
afcertain  the  time  when  it  was  made.  Is  it 
the  fame  covenant  that  God  eftablifhed  with 
Abraham,  of  which  circumcifion  was  the  ap- 
pointed token  ?  This  is  what  the  ApoRle  hath 
no  where  afferted.  He  has  not  fo  much  as 
mentioned  the  name  Abraham,  or  the  word 
eircumcijion,  in  any  part  of  ilie  chapter,  nor 
even  in  the  fubfeqiient  chapter,  which  re- 
lates to  the  fame  fubjeO  ;  but  Jeems  to  have 
anticipated  your  interpretation  of  the  text, 
and  to  have  precluded  it  in  the  mod  efFcc^ 
tual  manner.  He  has  exprefs'y  informed  us 
at  what  time,  and  in  what  place,  this  old  cov- 
enant was  made.  In  order,  if  poffible,  to 
prevent  mifapprehenfions  of  every  kind,  he 
has  fpecified  the  very  day,  as  we  find  record- 
ed in  the  8.h  and  oth  verles;   which  I  moft 

E"2 
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fincerely  wifh  you  would  perufe  with  impar- 
tial attention.  "  Behold  the  days  coms^  faith 
'•  the  Lord,  when  I  will  make  a  new  cove- 
*«  nant  with  the  houfe  of  Ifrael  and  Judah.  not 
"  according  to  the  covenant  which  I  made  with 
'^  their  fathers,  in  the  day,  when  I  took  them  by 
"  the  hand,  to  lead  them  out  of  the  land  of  Egypt.'' 

You  will  obferve,  this  old  covenant  was 
ratified  under  the  adminiftration  of  Mofes, 
and  at  the  time  when  the  Ifraelites  lefi  Eoypt. 
How  then  could  it  be  the  covenant  of  cir- 
cumcifion,  which  was  given  to  Abraham, 
more  than  four  hundred  years  before  the 
commencement  of  that  memorable  period  ? 
When,  I  took  them  by  the  hand,  fays  God,  to  lead 
them  out  of  the  land  of  Egypt. 

However,  in  order  to  make  it  appear,  that 
circumcifion  was  part  of  the  law  of  Mofes, 
you  further  quote  the  23d  verfe  of  the  7th 
chapter  of  John.  '' 1/ a  man,  on  the  Sabbath 
''  day,  receive  circumcifion,  that  the  law  of  Mofes 
^'JJiould  not  b:  brokni,"  Szc.  I  wifh,  Sir,  you 
had  alfo  quoted  the  preceding  ver(e  ;  for  the 
Saviour  is  very  careful  to  remind  us  that  this 
covenant  was  not  deprived,  originally,  from 
Mofes,  but  from  the  Patiiarchs;  meaning  A- 
braham,  Ifaac  and  Jacob.  "  Mofes  therefore" 
fays  he  ''gave  unto  you  circumcifion^  not  becaufe 
'•  it  is  of  Mofts,  but  of  the  fathers.'' 

Circumcihon  was  annexed  to  the  l*w  of 
Mofes,  and  cxpreisly  cnf  )rce'i  by  liis  autho- 
rity ;  or  ei(e.  as  ihe  ApoQle  intimates,  this 
lacv  was  added  to  the  covenant  of  ciicumtifion 
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becaufe  of  tranfgrejfwm^  until  Chrifl  fiouU  come. 
The  Mofaic  law  is  accordingly  fuperfeded ; 
but  we  are  told,  that  it  cannot  difannul  the 
covenant  which  was  he/ore  confirmed  of  God  in 
Chrijl^  and  make  the  promife  of  no  effcB.  The 
Apoftle  undoubiediy  meant  the  promife  made 
to  Abraham  and  his  feed,  in  the  covenant  of 
circumcifion. 

You  tell  us  exprefsly  "  that  the  covenant 
'•  of  circumcifion  was  more  than  1700  years 
'•  ago,  decaying,  waxing  old,  and  ready  to 
*'  vanifh  away."  But  the  Apoftle  does  not 
denominate  this  the  '•  covenant  of  circumci- 
fion." He  ftyles  it  the  covenant  which  God 
inade  with  the  Ifaclites^  in  the  day  when  he  took 
them  by  the  hand  to  had  them  cut  of  the  land  of 
Egypt.  The  covenant  of  circumcifion  was 
cftabliflied  more  than  four  hundred  years 
previous  to  this  event.  Our  Saviour,  as  we 
have  obferved,  informs  us,  that  circumcifion, 
although  enjoined  by  Mofes  as  a  lav/-giver 
and  ruler  oF  the  people,  was  not  ^' from  him^ 
but  from  the  fathers.''  It  was  as  early  as  the 
diyvS  of  Abraham  ;  and  certainly  the  covenant^ 
of  which  circumcifion  was  the  token,  could 
not  be  of  a  later  date.  The  ceremonial 
law,  or  Sinai  and  Hor^b  covenant,  has  wax- 
ed old,  and  has  ceafed  ;  but  it  has  not  ren- 
dered of  na  cffeEl  the  much  older  covenant 
of  circumcifion. 

You  again  proceed  to  obferve  ''  that  cir- 
cumcifion" (m;aniri^,  as  1  fuppofe,  the  cov- 
enant of   circuQicihon  as  you  had  termed  it 
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in  the  previous  fentence)  "  is  evidently  a 
''  very  important  part  of  that  law  which  is 
"  difannuiled,  for  faith  Paul  to  the  Galatians, 
"  chapter  v,  2 — 3,  if  ye  be  circiimcifed  Chrift- 
«'•  fhall  profit  you  nothing.  For  I  teflify 
"  again  to  every  man  that  is  circuvicifcd  that 
'•  he  is  a  debtor  to  do  the  whole  law." 

Can  you  poffibly  fuppofe,  that  Saint  Paul,- 
in  this  place,  intended  to  be  underftood  lit- 
erally ?  Did  the  Apoftle  imagine,  that  by 
circumcifing  Timothy,  he  fhould  deprive 
him  of  all  the  bv^nefits  of  redemption,  and 
thereby  oblige  him  to  obferve  all  the  rites 
and  ceremonies  of  the  Mofaic  difpenfation  ? 
No,  Sir.  How  often  has  he  told  us  that  cir- 
cumcifion  was  a  thing  of  no  importance  ? 
"  For  in  Chrifi  Jefus^  neither  circumcijion  avail- 
"  eth  any  things  nor  uncircumcifion,  but  a  new 
''  creature.''  And  again,  "  circumafion  is 
*'  nothing  and  uncircumcifion  is  nothing,  but  keep" 
«'  ing  the  commandments  of  God.'' 

Circumcifion  being  fuperfeded  by  Bap- 
tiTm,  Saint  Paul  confidered  it  in  the  light  of 
the  moft  perfe6l  indifference,  both  as  it  re- 
fpeBed  the  Law  of  Mofes,  and  as  it  refpe6l- 
ed  juftification  and  falvation  by  Jefus  Chrift. 
Viewing  circumcifion  in  this  light,  he  be- 
lieved it  might  be  with  propriety  omitted  or 
pra^tifed,  as  prudence  or  policy  fhould  re- 
quire ;  accordingly  the  pra8ice  was  for  fome 
time  continued  among  the  Jewifh  converts, 
and  difcontinued  among  the  Gentile  con- 
verts.  But  the  opinion  and  praQice  ofSt.Paul 
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being  mirreprefented,  the  believing  Jews  at 
jcruCilem,  were  greatly  alarmed,  as  it  ap- 
pears from  the  ABs  of  the  Apofiles,  21ft 
chapter,  20*h.  21ft  and  22d  verfes,  Sec. 
'•  Thou  feed  brother,  how  many  thoufands  of 
"  the  Jews  there  are  which  believe ;  and  they 
'•  are  all  zealous  of  the  law;  and  they  are  in- 
^''formed  of  thee  ^  that  thou  teachefi  all  the  Jews, 
^' which  are  among  the  Gentiles,  to  forfake 
'•  Mofes,  faying,  that  thy  ought  not  to  circumcife 
''  their  children i  neither  to  walk  after  the  cuf- 
'*  toms.  Do  therefore  this  that  we  fay  unto 
"  thee  ;  we  have  four  men  w-hich  have  a  vow^ 
''on  them;  take  them  and  purify  thyfelf 
'•  wiih  them,  and  be  at  charges  with  them, 
'*  that  they  may  fhave  their  heads,  and  that 
*'  all  may  know  that  thofe  things  whereof  they  are 
^'  informed  ccKcerning  thee  are  noihirg.  hut  that 
'•  thou  thyflf*  alfo^  walkeft  orderly  and  keepefthe 
*•  la'JL).  As  touching  the  Gentiles  which  believe^ 
'•  we  have  wriitii;i-.  and  concluded  that  they  obfervt 
'•  nofuch  things  Sec." 

The  believing  Jews  confidered  circum- 
cifion  as  an  unfpeakable  privilege.  The 
believing  Gentiles  confidered  it  as  a  griev- 
ous and  intolerable  burden.  The  Apoftle 
confidered  Bapiifm,  as  being  to  all  intents 
and  purpofes,  fufficient  without  circumci- 
fion.  He  fuppofed  that  the  rite  of  circum- 
cifion  was  unnecefTary,  but  not  unlawful. — 
That  it  was  neither  required,  nor  prohibited 
under  the  Gofpel  difpcnfation  ;  and  there- 
fore  expedient  and  proper,  thai    both  Jews^ 
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and  Gentiles  fhould  be  gratified,  although 
their  wifh^s  in  this  particulir,  were  direQly 
oppofite  to  each  other. 

Saint  Peter,  who  preached  principal- 
ly to  the  Jews,  was  denominated  the  7ninijler 
of  the  circuvicijion  ;  and  Saint  Paul,  who 
preached  principally  to  the  Gentiles,  was  de- 
nominated the  min-Jier  of  the  uncircumcfion. 

But  it  feems  that  fome  of  thofe  believing 
Jews,  who  were  ftrongly  prejudiced  in  fa- 
vour of  circumcifion,  and  very  (trenuous, 
infilled  that  the  Gentiles  who  believed, 
fi:iould  be  circumcifed.  Paul  and  Barnabas 
were  deputed  as  mefi^ngers  to  Jerufalem 
concerning  this  queftion.  A  convention  of 
Elders  and  Apoftles  was  called.  They  de- 
liberated, and  decided  agreeably  to  the  opin- 
ion and  praftice  of  Saint  Paul;  and  the  de- 
cifion  was  exceedingly  gratifying  to  the  Gen- 
tile converts. 

The  convention  appear  to  have  confider- 
ed  the  cafe  before  them,  principally,  as  a 
queftion  of  expediency.  They  did  not  pro- 
hibit the  Jews  from  continuing  the  praBice 
of  circumcifion;  but  thought  it  highly  im- 
proper and  impolitic,  to  impof'e  this  unnecef- 
fary  burden  on  the  believing  Gentiles,  it  be- 
ing very  giievous  and  contrary  to  their  incJi- 
naiion.  A  refpeBable  committee  was  there- 
fore appointed  to  make  the  communication, 
and  to  inform  the  Gentiles  who  believed, 
that  thofe  perfons,  who  had  troubled  them 
about  the  neceffityof  cijcumcifionjhadafted^. 
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in  this  parficularj  wholly  without  apoftolic 
orders  and  authority. 

You  will  find  the  whole  affair  very  minute- 
ly related  in  the  fifteenth  chapter  of  the  A6ts 
of  the  Apoftles.  But  notwithftanding  the  re- 
fult  of  this  infpired  and  venerable  council, 
Saint  Paul  tells  the  Galatians,  in  the  fecond 
chapter,  and  4th  verfe,  that  certain  ''falfe 
*'  brethren  had  been  brought  in  unawares^  who 
*'  came  privily  to  fpy  out  our  liberty.^  which  wt 
*'  have  in  Chrijl  Jefus^  that  they  might  bring  us 
*'  into  bondage,''  And  in  the  6th  chapter, 
12th  and  13th  verfes,  he  acquaints  them, 
that  thefe  falfe  and  hypocritical  brethren 
^*  conftrain  you  to  be  circumcifcd^i  leji  theyJJioiild 
'^  fujfer  perfecution  for  the  crofs  of  Chrijl ;  and 
"  that  they  may  glory  inyour  flefh,''  They  pre- 
tended that  circumcifion  was  abfolutely  ef- 
fential  to  falvation,  and  that  this  rite  bound 
and  obliged  perfons  to  keep  the  whole  law 
of  Mofes. 

Saint  Paul  was  an  acute  reafoner.  He 
foinetimes  reafoned  from  the  principles  of 
natural  and  revealed  religion,  and  fometimes 
from  the  conceflfions  and  opinions  of  his  ad- 
verfaries.  For  the  fake  of  argument,  he 
fometimes  admitted  their  erroneous  princi- 
ples, as  was  the  cafe  in  thofe  paffages  you 
have  quoted;  and  this,  I  imagine,  occafion- 
ed  your  miftake  as  to  the  meaning. 

It  was  the  opinion  of  that  troublefome 
fe6t,  and  not  ftriftly  the  opinion  of  Saint 
Paul,  ''  That  every  man  toJio  was  circimicifed^ 
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"  teas  thereby  heccmt  a  debtor  to  do  the  whole 
"  lawJ'  It  was  literally  true  upon  their  prin- 
ciples, but  not  upon  his^  that  if  the  Galaiians 
had  been  ''circmncifed,Chri/ljfffusuculdhave 
^^  proji ted  them  nc thill g.''  For  they  held  and 
endeavoured  to  perfuade  the  Gentiles,  "  That 
-'*  unlefs  they  were  circmncifed,  and  kept  the  law  of 
"  Mofes^  they  could  not  befaved^ — "  That  juftifi- 
"  cation  and  falvation  were  to  be  expeBed 
«  and  obtais^ed  upon  this  condition.'*  This 
the  Apoftle  calls  a  Jiibverfion  of  the  Gojpel  of 
Chrijl ;  and  obferves  in  the  fourth  verfe, 
which  immediately  follows  your  quotation, 
"  That  Chrift  is  heroine  of  no  efecl ;  whofoever 
"  of  you  are  jujiijied  hy  the  law^  ye  are  fallen 
^^  from  graced 

Thus,as  you  have  dene,  fnefe  hypocritical 
teachers,  confidercd  ''the  covenant  of  cir- 
"  cumcifion,  as  an  important  part  of  the  law 
"  of  Mofes  ;"  and  as  that  part  which  bound 
and  obliged  thofe  perfons  who  were  circum- 
cifed  to  conform  to  all  its  other  parts. 

This  falfe  and  dangerous  conftruQion 
greatly  alarmed  St.  Paul.  Although  he  had 
circumcifed  his  beloved  Tiynothy^  whofe  moth- 
er was  a  Jewefs,  •'  he  would  not  be  compelled 
*^  to  circmncife  Titus,  who  was  a  Greeks 

But,  independently  of  this  erroneous  opin- 
ion, the  Apoftle  evidently  confidered  cir- 
cumcifion  merely  as  the  former  token  of  the 
Abrahamic  covenant,  and  of  no  importance, 
one  way  or  the  other,  as  it  refpe61ed  the  juf- 
tification  and  falvation  of  believers.      He 


"INFANT   BAPTISM.  €t 

accordingly  adds,  in  the  6th  verfe  of  the 
fame  chapter,  ''  For  in  J^fus  Chrijl^  neither 
circumcifion  availeth  any  things  nor  imcircumci- 
Jion^  but  faith  that  worketh  by  love,'' 

The  laft  argument,  which  you  adduce  in 
order  to  fhow  that  the  covenant  of  circumci- 
fion is  difannulled,  is  taken  from  the  3d  chap- 
ter of  Gaiatians,  17th  verfe.  "  You  tell  us, 
*'  that  the  covenant,  which  cannot  be  made 
'^^  void,  was  four  hundred  and  thirty  years 
*'  before  the  law,  whereas  the  covenant  of 
*'  circumcifion  was  about  four  hundred  and 
"  fix  years  before  the  law  ;  and  confequent- 
^'  ly,  that  the  covenant  which  was  confirm- 
«  ed  of  God  to  Abraham  in  Chrift,  was 
<*  while  he  was  in  uncircumcilion,  and  about 
*«  twenty-four  years  before  the  covenant  of 
"  circumcifion  was  given." 

If  we  admit  this  calculation  to  be  corre6l, 
it  wiJl  afford  no  argument  in  favour  of  your 
opinion.  You  have  indeed  alTerted  that 
God  made  two  diftincl  covenants  with  Abra- 
Ijam.  This  was  necelTary  in  order  to  fup- 
port  your  hypothefis  ;  but  you  have  not 
proved  ihe  alTertion,  nor  even  attempted  to 
produce  any  proof  in  its  vindication.  You 
have  not  pointed  out  the  diftinBion  or  differ- 
ence between  thefe  two  covenants,  or  told 
us  of  any  blefling  flipulated  in  the  firfl,  that 
Was  not  included  in  the  lafl. 

1  have  fhown,  in  a  preceding  letter,  that  a 
covenant  may  be  made,  and  may  exiftjwithout 
any  external,  vifible  token  ;  that  a  token 
F 
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may  be  affixed,  at  the  very  time  when  th« 
covenant  is  made,  or  in  any  fucceeding  peri- 
od; and  that  the  token  of  the  covenant  is, 
by  a  figure,  fometimes  put  for  the  covenant 
itfelf.  You  mufl:  allow,  that  circumcifion 
was  the  token  of  a  covenant ;  and  how  does 
it  appear,  that  it  was  not  the  token  of  that 
very  fame  covenant,  which  you  fay  was  made 
with  Abraham  tiuenty-foiir  years  before  this 
token  was  appointed  ?  The  only  queflion  of 
any  importance,  in  the  prefent  cafe,  is  this  : 
Was  the  covenant  of  circumcifion,  flriBly  fpeak- 
ing,  a  new  and  diftinQ  covenant,  or  was  it 
the  former  covenant  renewed  ?  In  order  to 
folve  this  queftion  rightly,  we  muft  attend  to 
the  articles  of  ftipulation,  and  fee  if  they 
agree  in  both  cafes;  or  at  leaft,  fee  if  there 
was  any  privilege  ftipulated  to  Abraham  and 
his  feed,  in  the  firil  covenant,  which  was  not 
implied  in  the  lail. 

In  the  12th  chapter  of  Genefis,  ift,  2d,  3d 
and  yth  verfes,  we  find  Abraham  comr^and- 
ed  to  leave  his  country,  and  kindred,  and  fath- 
er's houfe,  and  to  remove  into  an  unknown 
land.  "  God  promifed,  I  will  hlefs  thee  and  make 
'•  ihce  a  hkjjing  ;  and  in  thee  and  m  thy  feed  fiiall 
"  d\\  families  of  the  e^rth  he  bleffed  ;  and  I  will 
"  make  of  thee  a  great  ^ration,  and  unto  thy  feed 
*'  will  I  give  this  land.""  Thi?-  promife  was  ex- 
prefsly  renewed  wiih  Abraham,  about  the 
time  that  Lot  was  feparated  from  him. 

In  the  15th  chapter  we  find  Abraham 
complaining   becaufe    he  had   no    children. 
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God  again  promifed  "  that  he  fhould  have  a 
'^  numerous  pofterity,  and  that  his  feed 
"  Oioa'd  poiTefs  the  land.  Ahraham^''  we  are 
told,  ''  believed  God,  audit  uas  counted  io  him  for 
righteoufnefs."  On  this  occafion,  for  the  firft 
lime,  the  promife  was  denominated  a  cove- 
nant, as  is  particularly  recorded  in  the  17th 
verfe.  "  In  that  fame  day  the  Lord  made  a 
"  covenant  with  Abraham^  f^y^^S'^  ^^''^^^  ^h  f^^^ 
*'  have  I  given  this  land,  from  the  river  of  E^ypt^ 
"  to  the  great  river^  the  river  Euphrates.'' 

It  was  undeubtedly  a  number  of  years 
after  the  promife  was  made,  before  God  con- 
firmed it  to  Abraham  in  the  form  of  a  cove- 
nant; for  he  had,  in  the  mean  time,  acquired 
great  poffeffions,  and  a  numerous'  houiehold. 

In  the  ryth  chapter  we  have  an  account 
of  the  appointment  of  circumcifion.  I  fhall' 
not  fpecify  any  particular  verfe;  for  the 
whole  chapter  has  reference  to  tliC  impor- 
tant and  folemn  tranfadion,  and  merits  our 
unprejudiced  attention. 

When  ''  Abraham  was  ninety  and  nine  years 
"  old,  the  Lord  appeared  to  him  and  f aid,  I  am  the 
"  Almighty  God,  walk  before  me  and  be  thou  per- 
''/eH',  and  I  will  make  7ny  covenant  between  me- 
"  and  thee,''  &c. 

The  bieffing  of  this  covenant,  as  we  have 
obferved,  was  promifed  to  Abraham,  when 
about  feventy  and  five*  years  old.  This 
promife  we  have  fhown  was  afterward  de- 
nominated a  covenant ;  but  ftill  there  was  no 
token  appointed  to  this  covenant,  either  on 
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God's  part,  or  on  Abraham's.  The  defign 
of  the  prefent  interview  was,  to  confirm  the 
covenant,  by  appointing  thefe  external  to- 
kens. God  therefore  faid,  "  As  for  me,  my 
'•  covenant  is  xvith  thee  ;  neither  Jliall  thy  name 
•'  any  more  be  called  Abram  ;  but  thy  name  Jhall 
*'  be  Abraham  ;  for  a  father  of  many  nations  have 
^^  I  made  thee."  Here  the  covenant  was  put 
for  the  token.  This  alteration  of  the  name 
was  the  token  of  the  covenant,  on  God's 
part. 

"  And  God  faid  unto  Abraham,  thou  (halt 
*'  therefore  keep  my  covenant,  thou  and 
''thy  feed  after  thee,  in  their  generations, 
"  This  is  my  covenant  which  ye  fhall  keep 
*•  between  i"ne  and  you,  and  thy  feed  after 
."  thee,  every  man  child  among  you,  (hall 
"  be  circumcifed."  Here  again  the  covenant^ 
by  a  very  common  figure,  is  put  for  the  token^ 
as  appears  undeniably  from  the  very  next 
words;  "  And  ye  fhall  circumcife  the  flefh 
"  of  your  forefkin,  and  it  fhall  be  a  token  of 
"  the  covenant,  betwixt  me  and  you." 

As  the  alteration  of  Abram's  name  was 
the  vifible  token  of  the  covenant  on  God's 
part,  fo  circumcifion  was  the  vifible  token 
of  the  covenant  on  Abraham's  part. 

It  will  ftill  appear  more  clearly,  that  this  is. 
the  fame  covenant,  which  had  been  previ- 
oufly  raiified,  by  confidering  and  comparing 
the  articles  of  ftipulation.  For  on  this,  and 
on  all  the  former  occafions,  we  find  that  the 
blelTing  promifed  to  Abraham    was  fubftan- 
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tially  the  fame.  It  is  now,  however,  as  might 
have  been  expeQed,  more  particularly  de- 
fined. In  this  17th  chapter .  of  Genefis, 
which  relates  wholly  to  that  covenant,  of 
which  circumcifion  was  now  appointed  the 
token,  "  God  promifed  Abraham  a  numerous 
"  pofterity  and  the  land  of  Canaan  for  a  pojfej- 
^^  fion  r  which  bleffing  had  been  already 
repeatedly  mentioned.  He  alfo  now  prom- 
ifed, "  to  be  a  God  to  him,  and  to  his  feed  after 
"  him;''  which  comprehenfive  promife  in- 
cluded every  bleffing,  temporal  and  fpiritu- 
al.  But  to  be  more  particular,  God  now 
promifed  for  the  firfl  time,  that  this  covenant 
fliould  be  everlafling- — "  That  Sarah  fJiall  bear 
"  thee  a  Son,  and  thoufJialt  call  his  name  Ifaac  ; 
"  and  I  will  eflabliJJi  my  covenant  u  ith  him  for  an 
"  everlafling  covenant^  and  with  his  feed  after 
"  himr 

.In  the  22d  chapter.  15th,  16th  and  17th 
verfes,  we  find  this  fame  covenant  again  re- 
newed and  confirmed  with  the  greatefl  fo- 
lemnity  concei viable.  "  By  niyfelf  have  I 
'^  fw or n^  faith  the  Lord  ;  for  becaufe  thou  haft 
"  done  this  thing,  and  haft  not  withheld  thy 
««  fon,  thine  only  {on;  that  in  bleffing,  I  wiii 
<«  blefs  thee,  and  in  mukiplying,  I  will  mul- 
"  liply  thy  feed  as  the  ftars  of  heaven,  and 
<*  as  the  (and  which  is  upon  the  fea  fliore; 
"  and  thy  feed  ffiall  pofTcfs  the  gates  of  their 
'•  enemies;  and  in  thy  feed,  fhall  all  families 
'•  of  the  earth  be  bleffed,  becaufe  thou  hdil 
"  obeyed  my  vuice." 
F  2 
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Thus  you  obferve  the  procefs ;  and  it  ex- 
hibits a  mod  ftriking,  beautiful  climax. 

In  the  firft  inftance,  we  fee  the  bleffing 
confirmed  to  Abraham  and  his  feed  by 
^romife. 

Secondly,  this  promifed  bleffing  is  con- 
firmed by  covenant. 

Thirdly,  this  covenanted  bleffing  is  con- 
firmed by  annexing  the  token  of  circumcifion  ; 
and  fourthly,  by  the  oath  of  Almighty  God. 

We  have  faid,  that  fo  far  as  any  promife 
is  conditional,  it  partakes  the  nature  of  a 
covenant.  The  promife  made  to  Abraham^ 
and  the  covenant  of  which  circumcifion  was- 
the  token,  appear  to  be  fubflantially  the 
fame;  this  covenant  therefore,  has  not  been 
abolifhed  as  you  fuppofed,  but  is  confirmed 
and  eftablifhed. 

This  truth  may  be  further  demonftrated, 
by  pointing  out  the  occafion  of  your  mif- 
take.  You  have  told  us  "  that  the  covenant 
*«  which  cannot  be  made  void,  was  430 
*^  years  before  the  law." 

By  fixing  the  date  of  the  covenant,  at  the 
very  time  when  the  promife  was  firft  made  to 
Abraham,  it  evidently  appears  that  you  muft: 
mean  the  fame  thing  by  the  covenant^  which 
St.  Paul  meant  by  the  promife.  And  although, 
as  we  have  obfcrved,  the  promife^  ani  the  cove- 
nant^ were  fubriantially  the  iame ;  yet  the 
Apoftle,  in  order  to  guard  againft  miftakes, 
very  carefully  retains  the  nominal  and  cir- 
cumftantial     diftinBion ;    and     accordingly 


INFANT    BAPTISM.  6f 

fpeaks  of  the  covenant^  -which  cannot  he  difanr- 
nulled,  and  of  the  promife,  which  cannot  be  made 
void.  But,  neglefting  the  fcripture  lan- 
guage, and  fubdituting  the  word  covenant^ 
in  the  room  of  the  -word  promife^  you  have 
unhappily  fallen  into  that  very  error,  which 
he  endeavoured  to  prevent. 

If  the  words  of  the  17th  verfe  in  the  3d- 
chapter  of  Galaiians,  were  tranfpofed  as  they 
ought  to  be,  and  the  nominative  cafe  placed 
before,  and  the  qbjedive  cafe  after,  the  verb, 
according  to  the  grammatical  order  of  the 
Englifh  language,  they  would  ftand  as  fol- 
lows :  And  I  fay  this,  the  law  which  was  four 
hundred  and  thirty  years  after  (the  promife)  can 
not  difannul  the  covenant,  which  was  before  (the 
law)  corfrmed  of  God  in  Chrifl,  that  it  JJiould 
make  theprom^ife  of  none  ejfeB, 

Two  prepofitions  are  mentioned  in  this 
text,  but  no  words  expreffed  in  order  to  be 
governed  by  them.  It  is  therefore  neceffa- 
ry,  if  we  would  make  good  grammar  and 
good  fenfe,  that  two  words  fhould  be  under- 
flood  ;  and  it  is  very  eafy  to  afcertain  thefe' 
words.  The  prepofition  after,  evidently  has 
reference  to  the  promife,  becaufe  the  -law 
was  four  handred  and  thirty  ycdiXs  after  the 
promife.  The  prepofition  before,  evidently 
has  reference  to  the  law,  becaufe  the  covenant 
was  confirmed  of  God  in  Chrift,  four  hun- 
dred and  fix  years  before  the  law.  It  was 
confirmed,  as  we  have  obferved,  by  changing 
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the  name  Ahram  to  Abraham,  and  by  affixing 
the  token  of  circuincifion^  and  by  the  oath  of 
God. 

I  am.  Sir,  Sec, 


LETTER      VII. 
SIR, 

Jl.  he  cov^enant  of  circumcifion  does  not' 
appear  to  be  vacated,  but  confirmed  and  ef- 
tablifhed.  The  bleffings  promifed  in  this  cov- 
enant were  not  wholly  or  principally  of  a 
temporal,  but  chiefly  of  a  religious  and  fpi- 
ritua!  nature.  Accordingly,  when  the  Apof- 
tle  enquires,  *•  What  advantage  hath  the  Jew^ 
'*  and  what  profit  is  there  of  circumcifion  P"  he 
anfwers,  "  much  every  way,"  much  profit  even 
of  a  temporal  kind,  "  but  chiefly  hecaiife  unto 
''  them  were  coramitted  the  oracles  of  God.'"  Their 
peculiar  covenanted  privileges  were  chiefly 
of  a  religious  kind.  Circumcifion  was  a  to- 
ken of  their  faith  in  the  God  of  Ifrael,  and 
of  jheir  acknowledged  allegiance  to  his  au- 
thority and  government.  Abraham,  we  are 
told,  ^'''received  the fiign  (or  facrament)  ofi cir- 
'•  cumcfion,  a  fial  of  the  righteoufnefs  of  Jaith^ 
'«  which  he  ha'd,  yet  being  uncircinncif id.'' 

The  fame  gradation  is  obfervable  with 
rerpe6l  to  Abraham's  faith  and  obedience, 
which  has  been    noticed   with  rtfpe6l  to  the 
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confirmation  of  the  covenant.  "  Abraham. 
^*  believed  God,  and  it  was  counted  to  hivi  for 
'^  righteoufnefs ;"  accordingly  the  covenant 
was  made  and  the  blefling  (lipulated. 

After  thi^,  in  a  formal  and  folemn  manner,. 
Abraham  engaged  to  continue  fubmifTive 
and  obedient,  and  then  received  the  rite  of 
cirmmcifion^  as  an  obligatory  y^^/,  on  his  part 
of  the  covenant,  of  that  obedience,  or  right- 
tciifnefs,  which  he  had  exprefsly  promifed  ;-. 
and  which  was  to  be  the  refult  of  that  faith^. 
whixh  he  had  while  iincircumcifed. 

The  faithful,  pious  Patriarch,  obeyed  God 
in   every  particular;    even  in  that  hard  and 
difficult  cafe  of  offering  up  Ifaac,  his  only  fcn^, 
upon  the  altar.     Thus,  you  ^'fee^  how  faith,, 
''  wrought  with  his  works  and  by  works,  was  faith 
*^  made  perfeH*' 

He  became,  erninenily,  the  Father  of  them 
zvho  believe.     Believer.s,  of  every  nation,  arc 
to  be  confidered  and  treated  as  his  feed.     St. 
Paul  concludes  the  third  chapter  to  the  Ga- 
latians.  by  faying,  ''ye  are  all  the   children^ 
'' of  God   by   faith  in  Chrifl  Jefus;    for  as 
"  many  of  you   as   have   been    baptized  into 
«'  Chrift,  have  put  on  Chiifl.      There  is  nei- 
''  ther  Jew  nor  Greek  ;  there  is  neither  bond 
*«  nor   free  ;    there   is   neither  male   nor  fe- 
"  male  ;  for  ye  are  all  one  in  Chrift  Jefus;; 
<^  and  if  ye  be   Chrijl's,  then  are  ft  Abraham' y 
^}  feed  and  heirs  according  to  the  promife." 

If  believers  are  the  reputed  \eed  of  Abra- 
ham and.  heirs  to  the  bleffing  promifed,  evcn^ 
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as  Ifaac^  then-  it  follows,  that  they  and  their 
jiifant  children  have  the  fame  right  to  Bap- 
tifm,  the  prefent  vifible,  initiating  token  of 
the  Abrahamic  covenant,  which  Ifaac  and  bis- 
infant  children  had  to  circumcifion,  the  for- 
mer token. 

But,  to  this  inference  you  objeft  and  fay, 
"  Abraham's  children  after  the  flefli  were  not 
"  included  in  the  pronriife,  as  the  Foedobap- 
"  lift  of  our  day  would  have  theirs." 

We  have  already  anticipated  the  objec- 
tion,but  are  not  unwilling  to  confider  it  more 
particularly. 

St.  Paul,  in  the  fourth  chapter  to  the  Ga- 
latians,  fpeaking  of  the  bond  woman  and  of  the 
free-woman^  and  of  their  children^  which  he  calls 
an  allegory^  fays,  "  Abraham  had  two  fons^  one 
'•  by  a  bondmaid^  and  the  other  by  a  free  zvomanr 
'•  and  he  to  ho  was  of  the  bond  woman,  was  born  of- 
^  ter  the  flefh."  But,  Sir,  how  does  this  alle- 
gorical reprefentation  prove,  that  the  chil- 
dren of  believing  parents  '^  are  born  after  the 
fitJJi?''  Vi  the  Apoille  had  reprefented  be- 
Jievers,  as  having  like  Ifhmael,  dcfcended 
from  Hagar,  your  conclufion  would  have- 
been  perfectly  juft  ;  and  it  would  be  right  to 
reje6l  their  children,  as  the  Iflimaelites  were 
reje61ed,  from  being  God's  covenant  people. 
But  on  the  other  hand,  what  will  become  of 
your  argument  againft  infant  Baptifm  ?  For 
ve  are  told,  that  believers  are  not  children  of- 
the  bond  woTiian^  hut  of  the  free.  Sarah  is  the 
mother  of  us  all ;  and  we  are  heirkof  the  blef- 
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•(ing,  even  a^  JJaac^  who  was  hornof  prcmife^  and 
-aft tr  the  Spirit.  As  this  promife  extended  to 
the  pofterity  of  Ifaac,  fo  it  extends  to  the 
children  of  beh'evers.  It  is  fpoken  of  as  be- 
ing a  precious  birthright^  and  we  are  folemn- 
ly  cautioned  not  to  defpife  and  fell  it,  as 
profane  Efau,  the  fon  of  Ifaac,  did. 

In  the  language  of  prophecy,  which  is  ac- 
cording to  the  foreknowledge  of  God,  Jacob 
and  his  pofterity  are  reprefented  as  having 
been  cfhofen  to  be  God's  covenant  people, 
and  Efau  and  his  pofterity,  as  having  been 
rejedcd,  even  before  "  they  had  done  either 
"  good  or  evil."  All  things  are  known  unto 
God  from  the  beginning  to  the  end.  He  fees 
intuitively  the  thoughts  and  hearts  of  men  afar 
off.  Bntfuch  knowledge  is  too  wonderful  for  us. 
We  certainly  need  fome  external,  vifible  rule, 
in  order  to  direO;  our  judgment  and  our 
condu6l.  It  is  abfolutely  neceffary  for  us, 
to  confider  the  covenant,  and  its  members, 
and  their  reqtiifite  qualification,  and  mode 
of  initiation,  in  a  light  that  is  vifible  to  our 
finite  capacity. 

Accordingly,  Ifhmael  was  vifibly  in  cove- 
nant, as  truly  as  Ifaac,  until  his  unbelief  ap- 
peared, and  he  was  caft  out,  for  mocking 
and  perfecuiing  his  brother.  Efau  was  vifi- 
bly in  covenant,  as  truly  as  Jacob,  until  his 
unbelief  appeared,  and  he  was  rejected  for 
defpifing  and  felling  his  birthright.  Thofe 
Ifraelites,  whofe  carcafes  fell  in  the  wilder- 
nefs,  were   vifibly   and    truly  in    covenant, 
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until  their  unbelief  appeared,  and  they  "Vveffc 
rejeded  and  deftroyed  for  their  wickednefs. 
The  ten  tribes  were  truly  and  vifibly  in 
covenant,  until  they  became  unbelievers, 
and  were  rejeBed  for  their  revolt.  The 
Jews  were  alfo  truly  and  vifibly  in  covenant, 
until  broken  off  by  unbelief,  and  rejefted 
for  their  perverfe  and  incorrigible  infidelity. 

Having  become  open  and  profefTed  unbe- 
lievers, they  had  no  longer  any  right  to 
plead  that  faithful  Abraham  was  their  father, 
or  expe6l  to  be  confidered  and  treated  as 
IJraeliUs  and  children  of  the  covenant.  The 
Apoftle,  in  the  9th  chapter  to  the  Romans, 
informs  them,  "  that  all  are  not  IJraeU  i^vho  are 
'"  of  Ifracl ;  neither  becauft  thty  are  the  feed  of 
^'  Abraham  are  they  all  children^  but  in  Ifaacfliall 
<'  tky  feed  be  called ;  that  is,  they  who  are  the 
''  children  of  the  fief h,  thtfe  are  not  the  children 
^^  of  God,  but  the  children  of  the  promife  are 
^'  counted  for  the  feed.'* 

Thus,  reafoning  from  analogy,  he  proves 
to  the  unbelieving  Jews,  that  their  fuppofed 
right  and  title  to  covenant  privileges  and 
final  falvation,  on  account  of  their  defcent 
from  Abraham,  were  wholly  without  founda- 
tion. 

Unbelieving  Ifhmael,  who  is  reprefented 
as  being  born  after  the  flefii,  was  Abraham's 
fon  ;  but  the  promife  was  not  made  uncondi- 
tionally to  him  and  his  children,  but  to  be- 
lieving Ifaac  and  his  feed.  Efau  was  Ifaac's 
fon,  but  he  forfeited  his  birthright  and  loft 
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the  bleffing.     He  and  his  defcendants  were 
therefore  rejefted. 

The  promife  is  made   to  believing  Jacob 
and  his  pofterity,  the  Ifraelites. 

Many  of  thefe  Ifraelites,  and  finally  the 
whole  Jewifh  nation,  like  Efau,  forfeited 
their  birthright  by  unbelief,  and  loft  the 
blefling  of  being  God's  covenant  people. 
But  the  Abrahamic  covenant,  is  not  difan- 
nulled  ;  for  '•  believers^  of  every  nation,  are 
^'  counted  for  his  feed,  and  the  promise  isjlillwadc 
"  to  the7n  and  their  children.'"  This  is  that 
covenant  which,  David  tells  us,  ''*  God  re- 
"  ynemhers  forever ;  which  covenant^  he  made  with 
*'  Ahraha7n ;  and  his  oath  unto  Ifaac ;  and  con- 
^^  firmed  the  fame  .unto  Jacob  for  a  law  ;  and 
"*'  unto  Ifrael^for  an  tverlafing  covenant'' 
1  am.  Sir,  Sec, 


LETTER      Vill. 
SIR, 

A  TRUST  you  are  now  convinced  that  the 
Apoftle  did  not  mean  the  infant  offspring  of 
believing  parents,  by  thofe  perfons,  whom 
he  ftylcs,  "  Children  after  the  flefJi."'  He  evi- 
dently had  reference  to  the  unbelieving 
Jews;  who,  although  they  defcended  from 
IfraeU  were  not  true  Ifraelites;  they  having, 
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like  mocking  IJJimad  and  profane  Efau^  forfeiu 
ed  and  loft  their  birthright. 

Agreeably  to  our  Saviour's  prediQion, 
"  the  vineyard — the  kingdom  is  taken  from  them^ 
'«  a7id  given  to  other  nations  "  Covenant  privi- 
leges are  transferred  to  the  believing  Gen- 
tiles. This  blefling  now  belongs  to  them 
and  their  children.  It  is  their  rightful  in- 
heritance, fpr  they  are  heirs^  even  as  Ifaac  and 
Jacob.  There/ore,  fays  St.  Paul,  '^  ye  are  no 
*'  more  Jlr angers  and  foreigners^  but  fellow- citi- 
"  zens  with  the  faints^  and  of  the  hoifchold  of 
«  God." 

By  faith  we  Gentiles   are  grafted  into  the 
Jame  olive  tree  fro7n  which  the  Jewipi  nation  is 
broken  off  by  unbelief 

This  covenant,  as  we  have  (hown,  has  been 
repeatedly  renewed,  enlarged  and  improved, 
as  to  its  privileges,  and  efpecially  under  the 
gofpel  difpenfation.  But  no  farther  im- 
provements are  to  be  expe^^ed.  The  tefla- 
tor  is  dead  ;  and  hath  fealed  it  with  his 
blood. 

The  new  covenant,  or  teftament,  as  it  is 
fometimes  called,  with  all  its  fpiritualiiy  and 
perfeftion,  is  but  the  antitype  and  accom- 
piifliment  of  the  old  teftament. 

The  rites  and  ceremonies  of  the  Mofaic 
law,  or  "  that  covenant  which  God  made 
«'  wiih  the  houfe  of  Ifrael,  when  he  took 
'•  them  by  the  hand  to  lead  them  out  of  the 
''land  of  Egypt,"  is  repealed;  but  it  could 
not   make    void   the   Abrahamic   covenant^ 
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either  when  annexed  to  it,  as  an  appendage, 
or  when  taken  from  it,  as  being  no  longer 
ufeful. 

The  covenant,  which  God  made  wath 
Abraham,  and  which  he  fo  often  confirmed 
and  eftablifhed,  is  now  renewed  for  the  laft 
time.  According  to  the  prophet  Jeremiah, 
it  is  now^zi(f  into  the  inward  parts  of  mankind.^ 
and. .writttn  in  their  hearts^  by  being  revealed 
and  addreffed  (not  to  the  external  fen  Fes, 
and  in  types  and  figures,  but)  literally,  to  the 
underftanding  and  confeience,  in  the  plaineft 
and  moft  dire6l  manner. 

To  this  covenant^  the  Jews  once  belonged. 
From  M/5,  they  have  been  broken  off  by 
.unbelief;  and  into  thi%^  the  Gentiles  are  now 
grafted  by  faith. 

What  other  conftru6lion  can  you  poflibly 
put,  upon  that  beautiful  and  inftru8ive  alle- 
gory, mentioned  by  St.  Paul  ?  I  mean  the 
olive  tree.  Could  he  intend  that  old  cove- 
nant of  iMofes,  which  you  fay  is  abolifhed  ? 
It  is  impoffible.  The  believing  Gentiles  are 
not  grafted  into  a  tree  which  is  decayed  and 
dead  ;  but  into  a  living  and  flourifhing  tree  : 
And  yet  it  is  the  very  Jamt  tree^  and  very 
famey?od,  from  which  the  Jews  were  broken 
off,  and  into  which  they  will  be  again  in- 
grafted as  a  people. 

It  is  not  intimated  that  every  natural 
branch  was  broken  off.  Some  remained  as 
they  originally   were  ;  and  the  Gentiles  are 
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grafted  in  among  them^  and  matuaily  partake 
of  the  root  andjainejs  of  the  olive. 

A  tree  which  is  alive,  and  has  roots,  and 
branches,  and  fatnefs,  could  not  be  fubfti- 
tuted  as  a  figure,  to  reprefent  a  covenant, 
that  had  been  worn  out  wiih  age,  or  was 
ready  to  vanijh  awav. 

Perhaps  you  would  rather  choofe  to  fup- 
pofe  that  this  olive  tree  was  intended  to  re- 
prefent the  new  and  gofpel  covenant,  which 
is  everlafting.  But,  Sir,  this  fuppofiiion  is. 
equally  unfavourable  to  your  fchemc  ;  for 
the  unbelieving  Jews,  according  to  your 
opinion,  never  did  belong  to  this  new  cove- 
nant, and  it  is  abfolutely  iinpoflTible  that  a 
people  fhould  have  been  broken  oft  from  a 
covenant  to  which  they  did  not  belong  ;  and, 
equally  impofTible  for  the  Gentiles  to  be 
grafted  in  as  fcions,  before  flocks  were  pre- 
pared, by  cutting  or  breaking  oflp  the  natural 
branches. 

Thus  the  Apoftle  has  provided  with  pe-.. 
culiar  caution,  againfl  every  fpecies  of  mif- 
reprefentation.  The  olive  tree,  cannot  fig- 
nify  an  old,  abolifhed  covenant,  into  which, 
the  believ.ing  Gentiles  never  were  ingrafted  ^ 
nor  a  nev/  and  gofpel  covenant,  to  which 
the  unbelieving  Jews  never  did  belong,  and: 
from  which  of  courfe,  they  could  not  have 
been  broken  off.  It  mufl  therefore  repre- 
fent the  Abrahamic  covenant,  which  has- 
been  fubflantially  the  fame  in  every  (ucceed- 
ing  age;  from   the    days    of  Abraham,  until; 
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the  days  of  Chrifl;  and  from  the  days  of 
Chrift,  until  the  prefent  time  ;  and  will  re- 
main the  fame,  fo  long  as  the  fun  and  moon 
fhali  endure. 

There  is  no  difficulty  in  fuppofing  that 
the  unbelieving  Jews  were  broken  off  from 
this  covenant ;  and  that  the  believing  Gen- 
tiles   were  grafted  into  the  fame  (lock. 

This  fuppofiiion  is  intelligible  and  con- 
fiftent,  and  it  is  the  only  intelligible  and 
confiftent  one,  that  can  be  made. 

It  is  the  external,  appointed  feal  or  token, 
which  principally  conftitutes  the  regular 
publicity  or  vifibility  of  a  covenant — the 
vifibility  of  memberfhip,  and  the  vifibility 
of  initiation.  And  as  this  public,  vifible  feal, 
or  token,  was  firft  given  and  affixed  to  Abra- 
ham, it  has  commonly  been  called  the  Abra- 
hamic  covenant ;  and  he  has  been  denomi- 
nated in  fcripture,  "  the  father  of  many  7ia' 
''  tions^  and  the  father  of  them  who  believe,'" 

Before  we  leave  this  olive  tree,  let  us  rum 
our  thoughts,  for  a  moment,  to  the  final 
reftauration  of  the  Jewifh  nation.  The  Apof- 
tle  tells  us,  '•  that  if  they  abide  not  in  unbeliefs 
^^  they  Jhall  be  grafted  m  (again ^jyar  God  is 
"  able  to  graft  them  in  again.'' 

Their  remarkable  reje8ion,  and  miracu- 
lous prefervation  have  aftonifhed  the  world, 
and  afford  reafon  to  expe6l  that  they  will  be 
reftored  to  their  native  couniiy,  and  to  their 
original  (landing  in  covenant  privileges. 
Thofe  individuals,  who  exifled  in  the  days  of 
G  2 
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St.  Paul,  have  been  dead  for  many  ages» 
They  never  can  be  re  ingrafted.  But  the 
nation  lives;  and  as  the  nation  has  been  re- 
je6led  ;  fo  the  nation  will  be  reftored — will 
be  again  grafted  i7ito  its  own  olive  tree. 

This  wonderful,  national  reftauration  will 
prove  an  unfpeakable  blefling  lo&ofher  na- 
tions. "  For  if  the  ca fling  azv  ay  of  thvi  be  the 
*'  reconciling  of  the  worlds  what  fhall  the  receiving: 
"  of  them  be.,  but  life  from  the  dead  ?'  ««  In  that 
"  day,  we  are  told  bv  the  prophet,  many  na- 
*'  tions  (hall  be  joined  to  the  Lord  ;  and  the 
''  kingdoms  of  this  world  become  the  king- 
''  doms  of  God  and  of  his  Chrift."  But,  Sir, 
how  can  nations  and  kingdoms  be  joined  iii 
covenant  to  the  Lord,  or  belonor  to  Chrift's 
vifible  kingdom,  unlefs  children  are  admitted 
with  their  believing  parents  ?  For  children 
conftitute  a  very  great  proportion  of  every 
nation  and  kingdom.  It  is  impoflible  for 
the  Jews  as  a  nation,  to  be  again  iiigrafied 
into  their  own  olive  tree,  fo  long  as  their 
children  are  excluded.  The  children  of  this 
naiion  were  originally  included  vsith  their 
parents,  in  the  vifible  covenant.  When  the 
parents  became  profcR'ed  unbelievers,  they 
and  their  children  were  broken  ofF  from  the 
covenant;  and  it  is  abfoluiely  neceffary,  in 
order  to  a  national  reftauration,  that  both 
parents  and  children  fiiould  be  reinftatcd. 
Thefe  important  truths  arc  clearly  revealed; 
and  the  very  rearv)n  alfo  mentioned,  upon 
which  they  are  founded.     We  are  exprcfsly 
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infbrmed,  that  "  the  Jews  aye  beloved  for  the- 
^^  father' s  fake :  And  if  the  firfi  fruit  be  holy,  (he 
'*  lump  is  alfoholy ;  and  if  the  root  be  holy,  Jo  are 
*•  the  branches.''' 

To  me   it  feems  impoflible    to  evade  the 
Apoftle's  meaning.      His   argument    is   cau- 
tioufly  confi:ru8.ed  in  the  form  of  a  dilemma,, 
which,   like    the   cherubim  and  flaming  fxv or d^, 
turns  every  way,  to  guard  the  tree  of  life. 
i  am,  Sir,  &c. 


LETTER     IX. 

SIRy 

At   evidently  appears,  from  the   foregoing' 
arguments  and   remjirks,   that   the    Chrifiian 
or  Gofpel  Covenant  is  the  very  fame  cove- 
nant which    God   formerly  made  and  eflab- 
lifhed  wi^h  Abraham  and  his  feed. 

From  this  covenant,  the  natural  dcfcen- 
dcnts  of  Abraham  are  broken  off  by  unbelief ; 
but  he  beiiig  conftituted  the  Father  of  them 
who  believe^  believing  Gentiles  are  now  in- 
grafted, and  counted  for  his  feed,  even  as  Ifaac  ; 
and  confequcnily,  their  inianr  clii'dren  have 
the  fame  right  of  being  vifibly  initiated  into 
the  vifiblo  covenant  by  Bapiifm.  the  prefent 
appointed  token,  which  the  children  of  Ifaac 
had,  of  bei  ig  admidcd  by  circumcifion,  the 
former  token  of  this  covenant. 
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It  is  worthy  your  particular  notice,  tfiat 
tbefe  infant  children  are  not  to  be  baptized, 
as  being,  themfclves,  the  feed  of  Abraham^  but 
as  being  the  children  or  property  of  believing 
parents^  who  are  counted  for  his  feed,  Efau 
and  Jacob  were  not  circumcifed,  as  being 
the  feed  of  Abraham,  but  as  being  the  chil- 
dren of  believing  Ifaac^  who  inherited  the 
promifes. 

This  ancient  privilege  of  the  Abrahamic 
covenant  ftili  belongs  to  the  children  of  be- 
lievers, as  their  birthright.  It  has  never 
been  revoked,  but  frequently  confirmed  in 
the  moft  explicit  manner. 

I  will  readily  agree  with  you,  that  infant 
Baptifm  has  fometimes  been  grofsly  abufed, 
and  efpecially  in  former  agey,  by  perfons  of 
a  fuperftiiious  and  fanatic  temper  of  mind. 
They  have  confidered  and  treated  it  as  an 
2i^d\v  o^  infinite  importance — as  abfolutely  ef- 
fential  to  falvation.  We  are  naturally  fhock- 
ed  with  the  monftrous  abfurdity,  and  even 
impiety  of  fuch  condu6l ;  and  in  the  tranf- 
ports  of  our  indignation,  are  apt  to  hurry  a- 
way  into  the  oppofite  extreme. 

Bur,  Sir,  the  Baptifts  have  not  been  always 
free  from  fuperftition  and  enthufiafm.  Too 
much  (trefs  has  fometimes  been  laid  upon 
adult  Baptifm,  and  the  mode  of  Baptizing. 
It  was  once  thought  neceffary  by  fome,  that 
the  perfons  baptized  fhould  be  dipped  three 
times,  and  with  their  bodies  almoft,  or  en- 
tirely naked. 
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AbufeS)  oP  every  kind,  fhould  be  correft- 
ed,  but  ougbt  never  to  be  mentioned  as  an 
obje6tion  or  argument,  either  asrainft  the 
mode  or  fubjeQs  of  Baptifnr^  You  mighty, 
with  as  much  propriety,  argue  againft  the 
practice  of  eating  and  drinking,  hecaufe  fome 
men  are  gluttons  and  drunkards;  or  even 
againfb  the  chriftian  religion,  (as  infidels  do) 
hecaufe  fome  chriftians,  in  their  intemperate 
and  bigotted  zeal  for  extending  and  purify- 
ing the  church,  have  enflaved  and  facrificed 
millions  of  their  fellow-creature*. 

There  is  no  blefiing — no  religious  privi- 
lege or  inftitution,  but  what  has,  in  fome  in- 
ilances,  been  abufed.  We  ought  to  correB 
abufes  of  every  kind,  and  carefully  guard 
againft  them  ;  but  they  afford  no  rcafon  why 
we  fhould  obje6l  to  an  ordinance  of  God,  or 
treat  it  with  indifference  and  neglect. 

Infant  Baptifm  is  a  facred  dedication  of 
little  children  to  God,  the  fuprerae  and  uni- 
verfal  Parent.  Tbe  fervice  is  natural,  and 
rational,  and  religious.  It  is  a  cTuty,  in  its 
very  nature,  as  fuirable  and  proper,  as  pray- 
er to  God  in  behalf  of  our  children.  The- 
pious  father  and  mother,  while  their  hearts 
are  warm  with  gratitude,  and  a  fenfe  of  their 
obligation,  feel  difpofed  to  acknowledge,, 
publicly,  the  divine  goodnefs ;.  and  dedicate^ 
publicly,  their  infant  child  to  God  ;  and  bind 
ihemfelves,  publicly,  by  folemn  vows,  to  ed- 
ucate their  child  in  a.  religious  m*innei:.. 
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Th.is  folemn  tranraQion  undoubtedly  tends 
to  incline  the  devout  parents,  if  their  child 
Ihould  be  taken  away  by  death,  to  refign  it^ 
with  more  cheerfulnefs ;  and  if  the  life  of 
theirchild  fhould  be  fpared,  to  train  it  up  with 
greater  care  and  diligence,  in  the  ways  of 
religion  and  virtue.  It  will  alfo  tend  to  ex- 
cite fuiiable  thoughts  and  fcntiments  in  the 
young  and  tender  mind  of  their  child,  when 
it  fhall  become  capable  of  refie6lion  and, 
Gonfideration. 

And  now.  Sir,  if  any  doubts  remain,  ref- 
peQing  the  qualification  of  children  for  be- 
ing thus  religioufly  dedicated  to  God  in  Bap- 
tifm,  I  muft  refer  you  to  their  profefied 
Friend  and  Patron,  Jffus  Chrift.  "  Have 
"  you  never  read,"  fays  he,  "  that  out  of  the 
"  mouth  of  babes,  and  fucklings,  thou  haft 
*'  perfe8ed  praife  ?"  Jefus,  we  are  told,  cal- 
led a  little  child  unto  him,  and  fet  him  in  the 
midft  of  them,  and  faid  ;  ''  verily  I  fay  unto 
*'  you,  except  ye  be  converted  and  become  as 
"  little  children^  ye  (hall  not  enter  into  the 
"  kingdom  of  heaven." — "  Whofoever  there- 
"  fore  fhall  humhle  hivifcif  as  this  little  child^  the 
^*  fame  is  grealcji  in  the  kingdom  of  heaven  ; 
^'  and  whofo  fhall  receive  one  fuch  little 
"  one,  in  my  name,  rcceiveth  me  ;  and  who- 
'•  fo  fhall  offend  one  of  thefe  little  ones,  who 
"  believe  in  me  (ton  pifteuonton,  of  thoft 
^  (parents)  who  believe  in  me)  it  were  bet- 
"  ter  for  him  that  a  mill  flone  were  hanged 
'•^  about  his  neck,  and  that  he  were  drowned 
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^«  in  the  depth  ofthe  Tea,"  «  Take  heed  that 
*«  ye  defpife  not  one  of  thcfe  little  ones,  for  I 
"  fay  unto  you  that  in  heaven  their  angels 
"  do  always  behold  the  face  of  my  father." 

"  And  they  brought  unto  him  young  chil- 
fic  dren" — St.  Mark  calls  them  little  childrenj 
and  St,  Luke  calls  them  infants^  *'  that  he 
"  fiiould  touch  them — that  he  fliould  lay  his 
"  hands  on  them  and  pray;  and  his  difci- 
'*  pies  rebuked  thofe  that  brought  them  ; 
*'  but  when  Jefus  faw  it,  he  was  "much  difpleaj- 
"  ed^  and  faid  unto  iherx\»^  fuffer  little  children 
"  to  come  unto  me  and  forbid  them  not,  for 
"  ^/fi^'^  ^^  ^^^^  ^i^gdorn  of  God;  verily  I  fay 
**  unto  you,  whofoever  (hall  not  receive  the 
'•  kingdom  of  God,  as  a  little  child,  fhall  not 
"  enter  therein." 

I  cannot  find  that  our  Saviour  ever  ftyled 
thefe  little  children  «  Chriftlefs,"  or  that  he 
reprefented  ihem  as  unfit  for  his  covenant 
or  kingdom.  But  being  a  tender  faithful 
Shepherd,  his  watchful  care  extended  to 
every  part  ofthe  flock.  As  the  prophet  had 
foretold,  "  he  gathered  the  lambs  with  his  arms 
"  and  carried  them  in  his  ho/cm,''  *  And  after  his 
refurrcftion  from  the  dead,  he  exprefsly 
commanded  Peter^  in  prefence  of  the  other 
Apollles,   to  feed  hisflicep  and  feed  his  lambs. 

And,  would  not  thefe  Apoftles,  in  their 
circumllances,  very  naturally  fuppofe,  that  it 
was  the  intention  of  Chrift,  that  the  infant 
children  of  believers  fhould  be  admitted,  to- 
gether with    their  parents,  into   his   vifible 
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kingdom  ?  And  would  they  not  confider 
themfclves,  as  authorized,  by  their  conimif- 
fion,  to  apply  the  difcriminating  token  ?  Let 
us  not  forget  that  ihefe  Apoftles  were  Jews — 
were  men  who  had  been  educated  in  the 
knowledge  of  that  covenant,  which  God 
made  with  Abraham,  and  believed  it  was 
ftill  in  full  force.  They  knew  that  infants 
had  always  been  admitted  with  their  believ- 
ing parents,  into  covenant,  and  viewed  this 
as  an  unfpeakable  privilege.  They  knew  that 
the  Gentiles  were  now  about  to  be  grafted  into 
the  fame  olive  tree ;  and  be  received  as  ^'/el- 
'•  low-heirs^  and  of  the  fame  hody^  and  partakers 
*'  of  his  proviif  in  Chrifi  by  the  GofpeL'' — They 
knew  it  had  been  the  conliant  and  immemo- 
rial praBice  of  the  jewiili  nation,  to  baptize 
thofe  Gentiles  who  were  proielyted  to  their 
religion;  and  that  they  baptized  the  infant 
children,  males  and  females,  togeihv^r  with, 
their  believing  parents;  and  that  thefe  in- 
fants, as  well  as  the  adults,  were  called  profe- 
lytes. — They  had  often  feen  infant  children 
dedicated  to  God  in  the  temple,  and  by  his 
own  appointment. —They  had  very  frequent- 
ly heard  ihcir  Divine  IMafter  cxprcfs  the 
mofl  kind  and  charitable  regard  for  little 
children. — They  were  prefent,  when  infant 
children  were  brcu^hu  in  the  arms  of  their 
believing  parents,  to  Chrift.  for  his  prayers 
and  blcffing:  and  when  he  took  them  into 
his  own  aims  and  blcfTjd  them,  declaring  in 
the  mod  folemn  and  publick  manner^  that  0/ 
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fuch  his  kingdom  conff.ed. — The  Apoflles  well 
remembered  hosv  much  their  Lord  was  dif^ 
pleafed,  and  how  feverely  he  reproved  them, 
for  attempting  to  prevent  thefe  reh'gious 
parents  from  doing  their  duty  in  this  ref- 
peft. 

During   the    miniftration  of  Jefus  Chrift, 
their  apoftolic  fervices  had  been  confined  to 
the  Jtwijh  nation  ;   but  they  were  now  com- 
manded to  difciple  or  profelyte  all  nations^  hap- 
tizing  them,    ^c.     The  duties  of  their   com- 
miffion  were    expreffed  in  the   moft  concife 
and  general  terms.     There  was  no  mention 
or  exception  made,  of  men,  women  or  chil- 
dren.    They  would  therefore  have  fuppofed 
that  perfons    of  thefe    feveral    defcriptions 
were  included,  as   had  always  been  the  cafe 
under  former  difpenfations. — A  profeffion  of 
faith  and  repentance  had  been    required   of 
adult  Gentile  profelytes,  in  order  to  circum- 
cifion   and  bapiifm,   and  is  ftill  required  of 
adults,  as  equally  neceffary  in  order  to  Bap- 
tifm  under  the  Gofpel  of  Chrift.     The  inca- 
-   pacity  of   infant  children  to   believe,    or   to 
profefs  their  faith,  did  not  difqualify  and  pre- 
clude them  from  receiving  the  token  of  the 
covenant,   under  former  difpenfations — and 
why  fhould  the  Apoflles    fuppofe   them,   on 
this  account,  difqualified  and  precluded  un- 
der the  Gofpel  inftitution  ?  If  Chrift  had  in- 
tended that  infants  ftiould  not  have  been  bap- 
tized, he  would  undoubtedly  have  mention- 
ed exprefsly  his  intention.   But  the  Apoftles 
II 
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vere  not  prohibited;  infants  were  not  ex- 
cepted in  iheir  commiffion.  They  would 
therefore  have  naiurally  and  neceffarily  fup- 
pofed  them  included. 

We  have  no  direB  evidence,  or  even  in- 
timation, that  the  Apoflles  refufed,  or  neg- 
lefted  to  baptize  infants.  But  on  the  other 
hand,  there  appears  to  be  the  ftrongeft  prob- 
ability, if  not  abfolute  certainty,  from  a  great 
variety  of  fubftantial  reafons  and  convincing 
circumllances,  that  they  did  adminifter  Bap- 
lifm  to  the  infant  children  of  believers, 

Thofe  adult  perfons,  who  believed  and 
profeffed  their  faith,  were  baptized.  The 
Jailer^  and  Stephanas,  and  Lydia,  believed  and 
were  baptized.  We  are  exprefsly  informed, 
that  their  houfeholds  were  alfo  baptized  ;  but 
it  is  not  faid,  nor  even  intimated,  that  they 
believed,  or  exhibited  any  profeflion  of  faith 
or  repentance.  The  very  manner,  in  which 
the  ftory  of  their  Baptifm  is  related,  fliow^s 
plainly  that  they  were  baptized  on  the  ac- 
count of  their  believing  parents. 

There  is  certainly  a  vaft  difference  in  the 
genius  and  temper  of  children,  even  from 
their  early  infancy.  We  cannot  tell  what 
influence  is  afforded  them  by  the  divine  Spi- 
rit, or  how  he  operates,  in  forming  their 
young  and  tender  minds  to  virtue,  and  in 
preparing  them  for  future  ufefulnefs.  It  is, 
however,  evident,  that  many  are  fan8ified 
while  infants.  Thus  it  was  with  many  of  the 
ancient  prophets  and  primitive  faints.     W"e 
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are  told  that  the  "  Prophet  Ifaiah^  was  called 
"  a7id  formed  from  the  womb^  to  be  a  peculiar 
**  meflenger  of  heaven,  to  inftru8;  and  re- 
*'  claim  the  people."  Concerning  Jeremiah, 
it  is  faid,,  '•  Before  I  foriw.d  thee  in  the  helly^  I 
^*  knew  thee  ;  and  he  fort  thou  camefl  forth  out  of 
"  the  xvomh^  I  faiiHified  thee,  and  ordained  thee  a 
^*  prophet  unto  the  nations.''  St.  Luke  informs 
us,  ^'  That  John^  the  Forerunner  of  Chrifl^  was 
^'"filled  with  the  Holy  GJwft,  from  his  7nothe7-'s 
**  womb.''  St,  P.^ul  tells  us.  ihat  Timothy  in- 
herited the  ^*  Faith  that  firfl  dwelt  in  his  grand- 
^^  another  Lois  and  mother  Eimiee."  Being  dcf- 
cendcd  from  pious  af^cellors,  he  was  relig- 
iouOy  educated  ;  and'  '^  knew  even  from  a 
^*  child  the  facred  fcriptures,  which  were  a- 
"  ble  to  make  him  wife  to  fa'vation,  through 
"  faith  that  is  in  Jefus  Ghrift." 

When  the  time  of  our  Saviour's  advent 
drew  nigh,  the  firft  perfon  who  exulted  at 
his  approaching  nativity,  was  an  unborn  in- 
fant. Little  infants  were  the  firft  who  fufFer- 
ed  martyrdom  on  his  account. — The  barba- 
rous Herod  facrificed  ihoufands — ^' All  the 
*'  children  in  Bfthlehem,  under  the  age  of 
«'  two  years."  Young  children  were  the  firft 
who  (ang  hofanna  to  the  Son  of  David^  blejfed 
is  he  that  cometh  in  the  name  of  the  Lord, 
hofanna  in  the  highe/l."  "  It  was  predi^ed, 
"  that  his  praifes  Ihould  be  perfeHed  by  the 
'^  mouth  of  babes  and  fucklings."  No  won- 
der that  the  Saviour  fhould  feel  a  very  fpe- 
cial  regard  for  infants — for  little  children  3 — 
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that  he  fhould  provide  for  them  a  place  in 
his  gracious  covenant; — that  he  fhould  or- 
der their  names  lo  be  enrolled,  and  Baptifm^ 
the  appointed  token  of  admiffion,  to  be  affix- 
ed ;  hereby  binding  their  parents  by  a  pub- 
lick  and  folemn  engagement,  to  difcipline 
aiid  train  them  up  for  him,  as  his  difciples  or 
fcholars,  regularly  iniiiated  into  his  vifible 
kingdom  and  fchool,  for  the  fake  of  religious 
inftruclion  and  education. 

Solomon  fays,  "  train  up  a  child  in  the  way 
*'  he  fhould  go,  and  when  he  is  old  he  fliall  not 
'•  depart  from  it."  One  great  and  leading  de- 
fign,  in  the  appointment  of  infant  circumci- 
fion,  and  of  infant  Baptifm,  was  to  fecure, 
fo  far  as  is  poffible,  the  religious  education  of 
children.  The  faithful  and  exemplary  char- 
a6ler  of  Abraham,  as  the  head  of  a  numerous 
family,  was  a  principal  reafon,  why  he  was 
fo  remarkably  diftinguifhed. — "  I  know  him, 
''  fays  God,  that  he  will  command  his  children 
^'  and  his  hovfehold  after  him,  and  they  fhall 
''  keep  the  way  of  the  Lord,  to  do  juflice  and 
"judgment;  that  the  Lord  may  biing  upon 
«  Abraham,  that  which  he  hath  fpoken  of 
«  him." 

By  devoting  our  infant  children  to  God — 
to  Chrift,  we  are  reminded  that  they  belong 
to  him — that  they  are  his  by  creation,  and 
bj  redemption,  and  by  dedication — that  he 
adually  claims  them  as  his  peculiar  proper- 
ty, and  exprefsly  requires  us  to  inflru6l  and 
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educate  them  in   the  ways   of  religion  and 
virtue. 

In  order  to  accomplifh  this  important  pur- 
pofe,  the  Ifraelites  were  commanded  to  em- 
brace all  fuitable  occafions,  and  to  adopt 
every  proper  method.  "  Hear,  O  Ifrael; 
"  the  Lord  our  God  is  one  Lord  ;  and  thou 
"  fhalt  love  the  Lord  thy  God,  wiih  all  thine 
"  heart,  and  with  all  thy  foul,  and  with  all 
"  thy  might.  And  thefe  words,  v/hich  I 
"  command  thee  this  day,  (hail  be  in  thine 
*'  heart.  And t Hon Jh alt  teach  them  diligently  to 
"  thy  children^  and  Jlialt  talk  of  them  whn  thou 
^^  Jittejl  in  thine  houfe^  and  when  thou  walkeji  by 
**  the  zuay,  and  when-  thou  lieft  down,  and  when 
"  thou  rifeji  up.  And  thou  /halt  bind  them  as  a 
^'  Jign  upon  thine  hand^  and  they  Jli all  be  as  front- 
"  lets  between  thine  eyes'.  And  thou  Jh alt  write 
'*  them  upoU'  the  pofis  of  thine  houfe^  and  on  tUyt 
^' gatesr 

We  are  apt  to  negie6l  this  important  duty 
until  it  is  too  late.  But  infant  Baptifm  teach- 
es us,  that  children  are  the  proper  objefts  of 
our  religious  care  and  attention  as  foon  as 
born — that  we  ought  without  delay  to  pray 
for  them,  and  dedicate  them  to  God,  ar.d 
whenever  they  are  capable  of  being  inflruB:- 
ed,  afford  them  all  neceffary  and  ufeful  in- 
(Irudion. — The  prophet  Ifaiah  enquires  thus. 
*'  who7n  fliall  we  teach  knou- ledge  ?  and  whom 
^^  fhall  we  make  to  underfland  doElrine  F"  And 
anlwers,  "  thc7n  that  are  weaned  frojn  the  milk 
*'  and  drawn  from  the  breajls.  For  line  muf  bt 
H  a 
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*'  Upon  line,  line  upon  line  :  precept  upon  precept. 
''  precept  upon  precept ;  here  a  little  and  there  a 
«  littkr 

David  tells  us  that  God  "  eJlaUiJJied  a  tejii- 
^'  mony  in  Jacob  and  appointed  a  law  in  IJrad^ 
**  which  he  commanded  our  fathers  that  they  Jhould 
'^  make  them  known  to  their  children  ;  that  the 
<«  generation  to  come  might  know  them^  even  the 
*'  children  which  JJiould  be  born  ;  who  Jhould  arife 
<'  and  declare  them  to  their  children ;  that  they 
"  might  fet  their  hope  in  God,  and  not  forget  the 
'•  works  of  God^  but  keep  his  commandments.'' 

The  great  Jehovah  claims  a  fpecial  right 
in  the  children  of  thofe  parents  who  have 
devoted  and  given  up  themfelves  to  him,  ac- 
cording to  the  tenor  of  his  gracious  cove- 
nant. "  In  the  fcriptures,  God  ftyies  them 
<'  my  children'' — ''  Children  whom  thou  haft  born 
*'  unto  me.''  "  They  are  denominated  the 
"  heritage  of  the  Lord."  "  All  fouls,"  fays  God, 
**  are  mine,  a^  the  foul  of  the  father,  fo  alfo  the 
^^  fold  of  the  fan  is  mine."  And  the  Saviour 
exprelsly  commands  us,  "  to  render  unto  God 
"  the  things  which  are  Gods."  How  natural, 
and  how  reafonable  is  it  then,  for  us  to  dedi- 
cate ourfelves  and  our  children  to  him. 
The  dedication  of  ourfelves  is  firft,  in  the 
order  of  nature,  and  of  propriety.  We  are 
told  that  "  God  had  refpeB  unto  Abd^  and  then 
''  unto  his  cjftring." 

One  principal  thing  implied  in  Baptifm,  is 
the  dedication  of  the  perfon  baptized,  to  God 
the  Father,  Son^  and  Ilcly  Ghofl.     Every  adult 
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perfon  to  whom  the  gofpel  or  covenant  of 
grace  is  publifbed  and  oflPered,  is  under  obli- 
gations to  fubfcribe  with  his  own  hand  to  the 
Lord. — He  is  required  to  dedicate  himfelf 
fincerely  and  truly  to  God,  and  to  his 
fervice.  And  as  children  are,  in  fom  e  fenfe, 
the  peculiar  property,  and  even  a  part  of 
parents,  it  is  alfo  equally  proper,  and  their 
incumbent  duty,  to  dedicate  them  to  God  in 
the  way  and  method  of  his  appointment. 
The  pra8ice  has  been  clearly  authorized, 
by  the  unrevoked  mandate  of  heaven,  and 
by  the  approved  example  of  pious  parents. 

In  the  covenant  made  with  Abraham,  God 
exprefsly  required,  that  every  male  child^ 
when  eight  days  old,  JIiQiild  be  circumcifed.  Cir- 
cumcifion  was  a  religious  dedication  of  ihefe 
little  children  to  God;  on  which  occafion,  a 
form  of  folemn  and  appropriate  words  was 
ufed  and  prayers  were  offered  up  to  him  in 
their  behalf. 

The  Ifraelites  were  alfo  commanded  to 
fanBify  and  dedicate  their  ^r/?  horn  to  God. 
In  conformity  to  this  law,  the  holy  Child  Jefus^ 
was  prefcnted  by  his  pa^  tnts  to  the  Lord  in  his 
temple.  The  pious  moih^r  of  Samuel  dedi- 
cated her  infant  fon  to  God,  and  purfuant 
to  her  vow,  as  foon  as  he  was  weaned,  fhe 
left  him  to  ferve  in  ihe  temple,  under  the 
tuition  and  direQion  of  Ely  the  high  prieft. 

We  find  the  mother  of  King  Lemuel, 
mentioned  in  the  laft  chapter  of  the  Proverbs 
of  Solomon,  as  remonUrating  with  the  fon  of 
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htr  vo:u5.  "  What  myfon  ?  And  what  the  fort' 
"  of  my  womb  ?  And  what  the  fon  of  my  vows  ? 
"  Give  not  thy  firength  to  women^  nor  thy  ways  to 
«*  that  which  deflrcyeth  kings.  It  is  not  for 
*^'  kings,  0  Lemuel,  it  is  not  for  kings,  to  drink 
'*  wine,  nor  princes  flrong  drink  ;  lefi  they  drink, 
*'  and  forget  the  law,  and  pervert  the  judgment  of 
«  the  ajliacdr 

Although  the  Levites  were  not  allowed  to 
officiate  until  twenty-five  years  old,  they 
were  fet  apart  and  devoted  to  the  fervice  of 
the  fan6luary  from  their  earlieft  infancy. 
The  Korathites  were  a  particular  order  of  the 
Levites,  and  fet  apart  to  be  keepers  of  the 
charge  of  the  fanHuary.  This  appointment  lO' 
office  included  their  pofterity.  Infants,  al- 
though incapable  of  officiating,  were  dif- 
criminated  by  the  fame  title.  They  were 
called  keepers  of  the  charge  of  the  fanBiiary ;  as 
we  read  in  Numb.  iii.  28.  "  Intheiiumher  of 
"  all  the  males,  from  a  month  old  and  upward,- 
**  were  eight  thou  [and  fix  hundred,  keeping  the 
^^  charge  of  the  fauBuary.''  To  this  employ- 
ment they  were  devoted)  and  confecrated, 
when  hut  one  month  old. 

Little  children  in  general  were  dedicated 
to  God,  and  admitted  into  covenant  with 
him;  as  we  find  in  Deut.  xxix.  1O5  ii,  12. 
«  Ye  ftand  this  day,  all  of  you,  before  the 
««  Lord  your  God ;  the  captains  of  your 
*'  tribes,  your  elders,  your  officers,  with  all 
"  the  men  of  Ifracl,  your  little  ones,  your  wives, 
"  and  the  ftranger  that  is  in  thy  camp,  that 
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"  thou  fhouldft  enter  into  covenant  with  the 
"  Lord  thy  God,  and  into  his  oath,  which  the 
"  Lord  ihy  God  maketh  wuh  thee  this  day." 

In  the  language  of  the  o!d  teflament,  you- 
ciearlv  Tee,  that  infant  children,  and  Utile  ones, 
are  faid  to  be  keepers  of  the  fauHua^y  ;  and  to 
be  entered  into  ^covenant  with  Gvd.  Now,  a 
covenanter,  a  profelyte,  and  a  difciple,  are 
words,  according  to  cuftomary  ufage,  of  the 
fame  fignincation.  Thefe  obfervations  ferve 
to  illucidate  the  Ribjeft  under  confideration,- 
and  plainly  teach  us  in  what  manner  the 
Apoilles  underftood  their  commiffion. 

When  fent  forth  to  teac-h,  or  r/iake  dfciples 
of  all  nations  (as  you  juftly  acknowledge  the 
original  word  lignifies)  ihey  would  certainly 
fuppofe,  that  by  the  general  term,  all  nations^. 
Chrifl  meant  to  include  perfons  of  both 
fexes,  and  of  all  ages — (hat  he  meant  to  in- 
clude infants,  among  the  number  of  his  dif 
ciples^  as  had  always  been  the  praBice  under 
former  difpenfations.  This  is  evident  from 
his  own  exprefs  declarations,  wi[h  refpe6l  to 
infants,  on  other  occafions ;  for  he  declared 
that  they  belonged  to  his  ki)\gdom.  We  are  told, 
that  he  took  a  child  and  fet  him  in  the  midft  of 
them  ;  and  when  he  had  taken  him  into  his  arms^ 
he  faid^  whofoever fhall  receive  this  child\  in  my 
name — as  belonging  to  me  ;  or  as  it  is  ex- 
prefled  by  St.  Mark,  whofoever  fhall  receive  one 
of  fuch  children^  in  my  na^ne.  receiveth  me,  and 
whofoever  receiveth  me,  receiveth  him  that  fent 
me.     Now,   to  receive  a  perfon,   whetlier  a- 
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dalt  or  infant,  in  the  name  of  Chrijl^  is  io  re- 
ceive him  as  his  difcipk^  as  belonging  to  him^. 
as  being  a  fcbolar,  or  member  of  that  king- 
dom— of  that  fchool,  over  which  he  is  the 
head — the  Lord  and  Mafler.  Thus  the  Sa- 
viour has  explained  ihefe  very  words,  ufing 
them  with  particular  reference  to  his  Apof- 
tles,  as  in  Mark  ix,  41.  "For  whofoever 
•'  fhall  give  to  yoti  a  cup  of  water  to  drink, 
'^  in  my  name^  becaufe  ye  belong  to  Chrijl^ 
"  verily  I  fay  unto  you,  he  fhall  not  lofe  his 
"  reward."  And  alfo^  when  he  fent  th-em 
forth,  two  and  two,  before  his  crucifixion,  to 
preach  the  gofpel,  we  find  the  fame  expref- 
fion,  as  it  is  in  Matthew  x,  40,  42.  '*  He  that 
'"  receiveth  you  receiveth  vi"^  and  he  that  rectivetk- 
"  me  receiveth  him  that  fent  me.''  "And  who- 
''  foever  fhall  give  to  drink,  unto  one  of  thefe 
"  little  ones,  a  cup  of  cold  water  only,  in  the 
^*  name  of  a  difcipk^  verily  I  fay  unto  you,  be 
**  fhall  not  lofe  his  reward." 

This  child  was  a  little  cne ;  fo  fmall  that 
Ghrift  took  him  into  his  arms,  but  yet  he  was 
a  real  difcipk — a  member  of  his  kingdom. 
The  foul  of  an  infant  is  as  precious  as  the 
foul  of  an  adult  perfon.  The  Saviour  there- 
fore makes  no  diltindion  between  his  infant. 
and  his  adult  difciples.  He,  who  receiveth  an 
irnfant,  and  he  who  receiveth  an  Apojlle,  in  ths 
name  of  Chrifl — in  the  name  of  a  dfciple — as  be- 
longing  to  Chrifl,  receiveth  Chrifl  ;  and  he  who 
nuivethChrfi  receivdh  the  Father  zl  ho  fent  him*. 
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The  Greek  word  Mathetes,  which  is  tranf^ 
lated  a  difcipk^  is  derived  from  manthano^ 
Vv'hich  (ignifies  to  learn.  A  difciple  and  difchol- 
ar^  are  convertible  terms — words  of  the  fame 
meaning.  Adult  perfons,  who  wifti  to  be 
the  fcholars  of  a  particular  mafter,  put  them- 
felves  under  his  tuition  ;  but  little  children 
are  commonly  placed,  by  their  parents,  un- 
der the  care  of  Tome  inflru8:or,  in  order  to 
be  governed  and  taught,  according  to  the 
regulations  and  difcipline  of  his  fchool.  In 
this  way  they  are  regularly  admitted — their 
names  are  regiftered,  and  they  are  bound  to 
fabmit  to  his  authority  and  orders,  for  the 
purpofe  of  being  inftrufted  and  educated. 

The  Apoftles  regarded  their  Mafter,  as  an 
extraordinary  Teacher^  fent  from  God  ;  and 
being  commiffioned  by  him  "  to  difciple  all 
''  nations^  baptizing  them  in  the  name  of  the  Fath- 
'^'  ^r,  and  of  the  Son,  arid  of  the  Holy  Ghof^* 
they  undoubtedly  confidered  themfelves  au- 
thorized to  initiate  as  difciples  by  baptifmj 
into  his  vifible  kingdom,  adult  believers  and 
their  infant  children.  This  formal  and  reg- 
ular admifTionas  difciples  was  in  order  to 
prepare  the  way  for  religious  difcipline,  in- 
flruQion  and  education.  For  being  thus 
regularly  admitted,  "  Chrift  ordered  his  A- 
•"  poftles  to  teach  them  to  ohferve  all  things  zvhat- 
■^' foever  he  had  cominandcd  ;  at  the  fame  time 
^^  protnifing  his  gracious  prefenct  and  afjijlancc-^ 
^^  even  until  the  end  of  the  world,'' 
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If  we  \^^ould  rightly  underftand  any  an- 
cient inftitution,  according  to  its  original  ex- 
tent and  meaning,  we  muit  carefully  inform* 
ourfelves  with  reiped  to  the  relative  circum- 
(tances  and  cuftoms  of  that  particular  age 
and  country,  for  which  it  was  primarily 
intended. 

If  Chrifl  had  intended  that  infants  Ihould 
not  be  baptized,  it  would  then  have  been 
neceflary  for  him  to  have  mentioned  his  in- 
tention ;  but  as  there  was  no  prohibition,  or 
intimation  of  this  kind,  the  Apoftles  would 
have  fuppofed  that  they  were  bound  to  bap- 
tize them,  as  a  thing  of  courfe. 

Some  perfons,  at  the  prefent  day,  appear 
ftrongly  prejudiced  againPc  infant  Baptifm  ; 
but  the  Apollles  had  no  fuch  prepoffefTions. 
Their  principles,  prejudices  and  expefta- 
tions  w^.re  habitually  in  favotir  of  this  doc- 
trine. The  manner  in  which  infants  had 
always  been  treated  in  the  Abrahamic  cove- 
nant— under  the  Mofaic  difpenfation,  and 
even  by  our  Lord  and  Mailer  himfelf,  would 
have  led  them  to  this  conclufion. 

The  pra61ice  of  the  Apoltles  was  evident- 
ly conformable  to  this  opinion.  St.  Peter, 
in  his  very  firft  fermon,  which  was  fo  (uc- 
cefsful,  having  exhorted  his  hearers  to  re- 
pent and  be  bal^Uzed,  adds,  for  the  prom? fe  -is  to 
you  and  your  children.  He  certainly  had  re- 
ference to  that  remarkable  promife  which 
God  made  in  the  Abrahamic  covenant ;  and 
thus  his  hearers,  who  were  Jews   and   profc- 
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lytes,  muft  have  underftood  bim.  In  this 
covenant,  which  was  formed  by  God  bim- 
felf,  and  which  had  been  fupported  more 
than  two  thoufand  years,  by  his  lively  ora- 
cles, and  which  was  declared  to  be  everlaft- 
ing,  it  was^  exprefsly  promifed,  /  will  be  a 
God  to  thee  and  to  thy  feed.  Purfuant  to  this 
promife,  children  were  admitted  with  their 
parents,  into  the  fame  covenant.  This  the 
Jews  efteemed  an  unfpeakable  privilege ; 
and  they  v;ho  believed  had  not  the  lead 
fufpicion  of  being  deprived  of  it,  by  em- 
bracing the  gofpel  of  Chrift, 

There  was  a  time,  when  their  fears  were  a 
little  alarmed,  by  means  of  mifreprefentation, 
with  refpe8:  to  the  condu6t  of  St.  Paul,  but 
the  miftake  was  foon  removed;  and  they 
never  had  any  fuch  apprehenfions,  either 
from  the  preaching  or  praQice  of  the  other 
Apoftles.  The  unbelieving  Jews,  no  where 
obje6led  to  the  go{pel,  on  the  account  of  its 
excluding  their  infant  children  from  the 
covenant.  Indeed,  an  exclufion  of  this  kind 
is  not  fo  much  as  once  mentioned,  in  the 
New  Tedament,  either  with  approbation  or 
difapprobation,  by  thofe  who  believed,  or 
dilbelieved  the  gofpel  of  Chrift.  This  demon- 
ftrates,  that  the.  innovation,  which  you  have 
fuppoled,  never  did  take  place  among  them. 

Thofe  principles  and  cuftoms,    which  are 

univerfally  admitted,  or  univerfally  reje6led, 

have    no   oppofers  and    no    advocates;  and 

thefe    are  the   only    principles   and  cuftonos 

I 
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about  which  there  is  no  controverfy.  An 
attempt  to  make  innovaiionsand  alterations  in 
the  affairs  and  regulations,  either  of  church  on 
flaie, always  produces  oppofiiion  and  difputes. 

The  Jews  were  not  a  very  compliant*  palTive 
people,  but  ftrenuoufly  attached  to  the  prin- 
ciples and  forms  of  their  religion.  As  Mr.  Ed- 
wards juftly  obferves, ''  they  would  wrangle 
"  for  a  rite,  quarrel  for  a  faft,  and  almofl.  fight 
"  for  a  nev;  moon."  '  St.  Luke,  in  his  hiftory 
of  the  A8:s  of  the  Apoftles,  informs  us,  that 
many  thoufands  cf  the  Jezos  believed,  and  that 
they  aU  were  zealous  of  the  law.  Believers  and 
unbelievers  were  equally  zealous  for  their 
eftablifhed  principles  and  cuftoms. 

We  cannot  reafonably  fuppofe  that  thefe 
Jews  \vould  have  quietly  relinquifhed  thofe 
long  approved  principles  and  cuftoms,  of 
which  they  were  religioufly  and  extravagant- 
ly tenacious  y  that  they  would  have  tamely 
confented  to  fee  their  children  excluded  and 
precluded  the  ccuenarU  of  provife,  and  never 
once  open  their  mouths  by  way  of  oppofi- 
tion  or  complaint.  It  is  no  where  intimated 
in  the  New  Teftament,  that  any  friend  or  foe 
to  the  chriftian  religion,  ever  (aid  one  word, 
for  or  againft  this  great,  ru])pored  innovation. 
The  fuppofition  is  therefore  inadmifiible. 
The  pretended  alteration  is  ir.crcdible.  It 
never  did  take  place.  The  infant  children 
of  believing  parents  never  were  rcjeQed, 
or  excluded  from  God's  gracious  covenant. 
The  Jews  had  no  occafion  to  complain  and 
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Imd  Faiiit  :  and  this  is  the  only  way,  in  which 
we  can  podibly  account  for  their  perfe6i 
filencc,  in  the  prefent  cafe.  The  neceflity  of 
circumcifion  was  fuperfeded  by  Baptifm,  but  as 
we  have  obrerved,  the  covenant  and  the  mem- 
bers fhereof,  remained  rnbftantially  the  fame. 
Thofe  Jews,  who  believed  and  had  been 
baptized,  were  defironsof  having  the  prac- 
tice of  circumcifion  fiill  continued  ;  and  it 
appears  that  they  were  indulged.  Rut  the 
Apoilles  would  not  conlent  to  have  this 
grievous  burden  impofeJ  on  the  believing 
(jentiies,  co!itrary  to  their  wiflies  and  re- 
m  on  Frances,  The  Apoliles  confidered  cir- 
GnmciTion  as  unneceOary,  but  not  as  unlaw- 
ful;-they  therefore,  upon  the  principle  of 
expediency,  difconiinued  the  praQice  among 
the  believing  Gentiles,  and  upon  the  fame 
principle  allowed  it  to  be  continued  among 
the  believing  Jews ;  but  were  very  careful  to 
inform  them  that  circumcifion  was  no  longer 
edential — not  being  required  under  the  mild 
difpenfation  of  the  gofpel ; — ihsii  Baptifm  was 
the  circwmcijion  of  Chrijl ; — that  having  been 
baptized,  they  zvere  complete  in  hiin^  without 
being  chirurgicaily  or  literally  circumcifed; 
that  believers  of  every  nation  rvere  the  feed  of 
Abraham^  and  heirs  even  as  Ifaac ; — that  the 
promije  was  made  to  them  and  their  children  ; 
and,  confequently,  the  children  of  believers 
have  the  lame  right  to  Baptifm,  which  the 
children  of  Ifaac  had  to  circumcifion.  It 
was   upon  this   principle,  undoubtedly,  that 

~B  k:  ix  <^^  iO 
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the  Apoftle   baptized   the  houfeholds  of  be- 
lieving parents. 

The  adult  believer,  v;ho  devotes  himfelf 
to  Chrift  in  Baptifm,  hereby  declares  pub- 
lickly  his  faith  in  the  chriftian  religion,  and 
promifes  that  he  will  endeavour  to  condu8: 
agreeably  to  its  laws  and  ordinances.  When 
the  believing  parent  thus  dedicates  his  child 
to  Chrift  in  Baptifm,  he  hereby  acknowledges 
him  to  be  the  Redeemer  and  Saviour  of  in- 
fant children,  as  well  as  of  adults.  He  en- 
gages to  cc-operate  with  Chrid,  in  the  ufe  of 
fuitable  and  appointed  means,  in  order  to 
train  up  his  children  for  him.  in  the  ways  of 
religion  and  vii  tue. 

The  beft  inftituiions  have  been  negie8.  d 
by  fome,  and  abufed  by  others.  Thus  the 
ordinance  of  Baptifm  has  been  often  treated, 
both  as  it  refpects  adults  and  infants.  But 
ftill  it  is  an  ordinance  of  great  importance; 
and  well  calculated  to  fecure  tiie  obedience 
of  parents,  and  the  religious  and  virtuous 
education  of  children.  Infant  Baptifni  has 
frequently  reminded  parents  of  their  obliga- 
tions, and  has  excited  them  to  bring  up  their 
children  m  the  nurture  and  admonition  of  the  Lord, 
It  has  frequently  reminded  children  of  ibeir 
duty,  and  has  produced 'happy  effc6ls  upon 
their  hearts  and  lives.  David  fays,  they  that 
be  planted  in  the  hoiife  of  the  Lord/fliall  flourifJi 
in  the  courts  of  our  God ;  andfliall  full  bring 
forth  fruit  in  old  age. 

1  am?  Sir,  See. 


PART       II. 

GN  THE  MODE  OF  BAPTIZING. 


LETTER     X. 

SIR, 

Jl\.S  was  propofed,  I  have  attempted  to  vin- 
dicate the  rite  o^  infant  Baptifm^  and  am  now 
ready  to  confider  the  different  modes  of 
baptizing,  and  (how  the  propriety  of  admin- 
iftering  this  religious  ordinance  to  the  proper 
fubjeds,  according  to  the  ufual  pradice  of 
applying  or  fpririkling  water  upon  them,  in 
the  name  of  the  Father^  and  of  the  Son^  and  of 
the  Ilcly  Ghojl. 

But  before  we  proceed,  let  it  be  premifed, 
that  you  and  I  are  agreed  in  the  lawfulnefs 
and  validity  of  Baptifm,  when  adminidered 
by  immerfion.  There  is  therefore  no  con- 
troverfy  between  us  upon  this  point.  But 
you  pretend  that  immerfion  is  the  only  lawful 
and  valid  mode  ;  that  all  other  modes  of 
baptizing  are  unlawful  and  invalid  ;  and  in 
order  to  fupport  this  opinion  you  have 
q^uoted  the  greater  part,  if  not  all.  thofe  paf- 
fages  of  fciipture,  which  relate  to  Baptifm, 
I  2 
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and  then  conclude  your  firfl:  fermon,  by  ob- 
ferving,  "  We  fee  that  every  thing  looks  as 
'^  though  immerfion  might  be  the  mode,  and 
««  as  for  fprinkling,  there  is,  to  fay  the  leaft, 
"  nothing  that  looks  like  it." 

To  me,  Sir,  it  appears  unaccountable,  and 
even  impolTible,  that  fo  many  great  and  good 
men  (yourfelf  among  the  reft)  (hould,  for  fa 
long  a  time,  remain  in  the  belief  and  praQice 
of  a  certain  mode  of  baptizing,  when  they 
could,  and  can  find  nothing,  in  the  facred 
volume,  "  that  even  looks  like  ii." 

It  feems,  however,  that  you  have,  of  late, 
altered  your  opinion,  and  now  fee  with  diffe- 
rent eyes  ;  but  your  brethren  in  the  miniflry 
have  not  altered  theirs.  They  flill  confider 
the  praclice  of  fprinkling,  pouring,  &:c.  aa 
fufficiently  and  clearly  warranted  in  the 
holy  fcriptures;  and  that  thofe  "  threefcore 
paffages,"  mentioned  by  you,  as  favouring  the 
mode  of  plunging,  might  have  been  cited  as 
properly  and  as  conclufively,  by  any  other 
perfon,  even  in  favour  of  the  more  ufual 
modes  of  bapiizing. 

The  publick  now  have,  before  them,  your 
affertion  and  mine  ;  but  all  unprejudiced 
perfbns  of  itufc  will  think  that  we  ought  to 
produce  better  reafons  for  their  belief. 

You  tell  us,  in  your  fecond  fermon,  "  that 
"  to  baptize^  fignifies  to  plunge  under  water, 
"  to  dip,  or  wafh  ihe  body  all  over."  '•  That 
'•  Baptifm  fignifies  to  dip.  plunge,  immerfe, 
*•  or  Wdfli  the  b  )dy  all  over  in  water."     And 
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for  proof  appeal  to  Schrevelius*  Lexicon^ 
Butterworth's  Concordance,  Entick's  and 
Bailey's  Di6lionaries ;  and  alfo  to  three  no- 
ted witneffes,  viz.  Calvin,  Zanchius,  and 
good  Dr.  Owen.  You  appear  to  place  the 
greateft  ftrefs  conceivabley  upon  your  afore- 
faid  definitions  of  Baptifm  and  to  baptizCf 
Sec,  and  alfo  upon  the  meaning  of  the  origi- 
nal words,  Baptifma  and  baptizo. 

Having  eonfuhed  your  Greek  Lexicon^ 
Concordance  and  Diftionaries  you  inform 
us,  in  fermon  v,  page  69,  "The  evidence 
"  produced  from  their  united  teftimony  v^as 
"  in  fhort  the  following  :  That  the  plain,  lit- 
^'  eral,  and  common,  if  not  univerfal,  fignifi- 
"  cation  of  the  words  Baptifm  and  to  hsptizej 
*^  is  immerfion  and  to  immerfe,  bury  in  water, 
"  to  dip,  or  to  plunge  a  perfon  all  over  in 
"  water." 

I  believe,  Sir,  that  no  one  will  difpute 
what  thefe  men  have  teftified.  We  all  are 
willing  to  acknov/ledge,  that  perfons  may  be 
lawfully  baptized,  by  dipping  or  immerfion  ; 
and  that  this  mode  is  agreeable  to  the  "  plain, 
"  literal,  and  common  fignificadon  of  the 
"  word  Baptifm  and  to  baptized 

Thofe  authors,  whom  you  have  inflanced 
as  authorities,  in  the  prefent  cafe,  according 
to  your  own  conftfTion,  have  not  (aid  nor 
intimated,  that  to  dip  or  immerfe,  was  the 
"  univerfal"  and  only  "  fignification  of  the 
word,  to  baptize."  The  words,  '"plain,  lite- 
ral^  and  common^''  are  adjedlives,  and  admit 
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of  diflPerent  degrees  of  comparifon.  Dip- 
ping may  be  a  "  plain,  literal,  and  common''' 
fignification  of  the  word  Baptifm,  and  yet 
there  may  be,  and  undoubtedly  are,  other 
fignifications,  more  or  lefi  plain,  literal,  and 
common,  according  to  the  different  views 
and  apprehenGons  of  different  perfons.  This, 
I  am  fenfible,  is  not  your  fentiment.  Ac- 
cording to  your  opinion,  to  baptize,  fignifies 
to  dip,  or  immerfe  in  water,  exclufivtJy  of  all 
other  Jignijications — to  dip  and  nothing  tlfe ; 
and,  confequently,  that  all  other  modes  of 
baptizing  are  unlawful  and  invalid — a  mere 
nullity  or  mockery.  This  is  the  ground  on 
which  you  ftand.  It  has  not  perhaps  been 
explicitly  avowed.  But  it  is  abfolutely  necef- 
fary,  that  the  queRion  between  us  fhould 
be  corre6lly  and  intelligibly  dated. 

Let  us  now  examine  more  critically  the 
Lexicons  and  Ditiionaries.  Schrevelius, 
that  great  mader  and  critick  in  the  Greek 
tongue,  Vvhen  defining  the  verb  Baplizo, 
gives  three  definitions,  viz.  Bapnzo,  7nergo, 
lavo.  But  what  does  his  firft  definition,  bap- 
tizo,  mean  ?  Why  has  he,  inftead  of  tranfla- 
ting,  as  in  other  cafes,  tranfcribed,  the  origi- 
nal word,  and  transferred  it  into  \\v3  Laiin 
language  ?  Undoubtedly  becaufe  he  confid- 
ered  the  word  as  having  feveral  fignifica- 
tions ;  and  that  it  ought  not,  when  applied  to 
the  Chriflian  Baptiim,  to  be  reltridcd  to  any 
one  mode  of  baptizing.  The  Latin  word 
mergOj  I  admit,  fignifies  to  plunge.    The  word 
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hvo,^  is  of  various  fignifications,  one  of  which 
is,  according  to  Young's  Latin  Di6lionary,  to 
befprinkk.  Cole's  Latin  DiQionary,  as  you 
have  obferved,  when  traiiflaiing  the  word; 
haptizo^  mentions,  to  fprinkle.  as  beinsr  one  of 
its  fianifications.  One  definition  of  BaDtifm, 
in  Ainfworth's  Laiin  DiPtionarv,  is  alfo  to 
rpriukle  water  (ajpergcre  aquam.). 

Let  us  now  enquire  how  Schrevelius  de- 
fines the  Greek  fubilantives,  Baptismos  and 
Baptifma.  '  Baptisynos^  he  tfanfiaies  into  the 
Latin  word  Lotio^  w-hich  fignjfies  bathing,  or- 
any  kind  of  wafhing,  without  being  reftilBed 
to  the  mode.  Bat  The  Greek  word  Baptis- 
mos^ 1  believe,  is  never  once  made  uCe  of  by 
the  Apoftles,  in  the  new  Teliament,  with  ref- 
erence to  the  Chril^ian  BaptifVn.  They  have,, 
for  this  purpofe,  invariably  ufed  the  word; 
Baptifma.^  which  Schrevelius,  in  his  Lexicon, 
defines  thus,  if  it  can  be  called  a  definition. 
Baptifma,  Baptijvia^  Baptifm.  He  has  not 
prefumed  to  tranflate  the  word,  but  with  re- 
doubled caution,  has  twice  tranfcribed  it ;  in 
the  firfl:  place,  literally,  for  the  Latin  lan- 
gua,^e,  and  in  the  fecond  place,  wi(h  only  the 
omiffion  of  the  laft  letter,  for  the  Englifli  lan- 
guage. He  did  not  fiippofe  that  the  origi- 
nal word  was  reftriBed  to  one  fignification 
exclufivelv,  or  to  one  mode  of  baptizing, 
and  therefore  chofe  to  leave  it  undecided^, 
as  Chrifl  and  his  ApoRles  had  left  it. 

Our  tranflators  of  the    Greek    Teftament 
have  proceeded  with  the  fame  religious  caur 
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rion.  In  all  the  Latin  Teftainents  that  I  have 
feen,  the  original  words  are  not  Latinized, 
but  tranfcribed  ;  and  thrus  it  is  in  our  Englifli 
Teflaments.  The  original  word'?,  when  they 
relate  to  the  ordinance  of  Baptifm,  are  not 
Engli filed,  as  in  other  cafes,  but  tranfcribed. 
Baptize  and  Baptifm  are  neither  Latin  nor 
Englifh,  but  Greek  w^ords,  tranfcribed  from 
the  Greek  Teftament. 

As  the  infpired  writers  have  not  defined 
the  icnfc,  in  which  the  original  words  (hould 
be  ufed,  thofe  learned  Divines,  who  tran Ha- 
ted the  new  Teflament,  refufed  to  define 
rhem,  by  fub'Htuting  the  Eng'ifli  words, 
fp? iiskling,  or  dipping.  An  attempt  to  ref- 
tri6l  the  meaning  to  any  particular  mode  of 
baptizing,  they  viewed  as  impious — like  the 
prefumptuous  condnQ  of  L'zzah,  who  offi- 
cio u  fly  pui  forth  his  hand  to  fieady  the  ark  of 
God. 

Perry's  Di8ionary  is  equally  cautious. — • 
'-'Baptize,  is  defined  to  chrifen.  Baptifm,^- 
'^  facrojiKnt  xvhich  admits  into  the  church.  Bap- 
"  till,  he  who  adminiflers  Baptifm.  Baptiftory,. 
"  the  place  lohere  pcrfons  are  baptized.'' 

Let  us  now  fee  what  the  great  Dr.  John- 
fon's  DiBionary  fays,  which  excels  all  others,, 
in  the  accurate  definition  of  words.  "  Bap- 
"  fifm  ;  Bafitfni  is  given  by  mater.,  and  that  pre- 
^*  fcript  fj^-m  of  words .i  which  the  church  ofChriJl 
'•  doth  ufe.  Baptize  ;  to  chriflen  ;  to  admin  fler 
«'  the  facrament  of  Baptifm.  Bapiift;  he  that 
'•  adminiflers  Baptifm,'"       And    even    Entick 
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defines  Baptifm,  as  being  ^^  a  facrament  that. 
^'  admits  into  the  church  J'  How  cautioufly 
have  thefe  great  criticks  avoided  faying  any 
thing  about  the  n^ode  of  adminiftering  the 
Chriftian  Baptifm.  They  confidered  the  pe- 
culiarity of  the  mode,  whether  it  be  fprink- 
ling,  pouring,  dippings  &:c.  as  not  being 
fpecified  by  the  pen  of  infpiratiort,  and  con- 
feqaently,  as  not  being  eflential  lo  the  ordi- 
nance of  BapiifYi. 

This  kind  of  criticifm  is,  in  my  opinion^ 
of  very  confiderable  importance ;  and  I  won- 
der that  you  could  fo  entirely  overlook  it. 

Let  us  now  attend  to  what  your  three  wit- 
nefr«.'S  fay.  You  tell  us,  "  that  Calvin,  a  very 
^'  warm  oppofer  of  the  Baptift,  as  a  witnefs, 
"  (hall  come  firft  ;  his  teftimony  is,  hozvheit, 
^*  the  very  word  of  baptizing^  /igvifies  to  dip" 

''•  Zanchius  fays,  haptizo\  is  to  immerfe^ 
*•  plunge  under ^  overwhelm  in  zvater." 

Dr.  Owen  fays,  the  original  fignification 

of  haptizo^  is  to  dip^  to  plunge," 

Thefe  men,  Sir,  have  afferted  Vv'hat  no  per- 
fon  denies  ;  for  every  one  will  readily  allow 
that,  baptizo^  fignifies  to  dip.  Your  wimefles 
have  not  faid,  nor  intimated,  that  to  dip^  was 
the  only  fignification  of  the  word  baptizb. 
This  was  not  their  opinion,  nor  did  they  in- 
tend or  expeO:,  to  be  thus  underHood. 
Calvin,  in  particular,  was  a  zealous  advocate 
for  the  mode  of  pouring  or  fprink'ing.  li\ 
his  inftitutes,  he  fays,  "  the  diflPerence  is  of 
*'  no  moment,  whether  he  who  is   baptized^ 
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"  be  dipped  all  over,  and  if  fo,  whetlier 
'*  thrice  or  once,  or  whether  he  be  only  wet- 
^'  ted  by  the  water  poured  on  him."  "  So 
*'  little  difference  in  ceremony  ought  not  to 
"  be  confidered  by  us  of  fuch  importance, 
*'  as  on  that  account  to  rend  the  church,  or 
^'  trouble  it  with  broils."  Dr.  Owen,  alfo, 
^xprefsly  fays,  as  Mr.  Booth  himfelf  ac- 
knowledges, "  that  the  original  and  natural 
'''  fignification  of  bapiizo,  imports  to  dip,  to 
"  plunge,  to  dye  ;  yet  it  alfo  (ignifies,  to  wa/Ii 
"or  ckanfe.'' 

You  further  inform  us,  '^  that  you  could 
<'  brij.g  forward  a  multitude  of  witnefTes,  and 
<'  all  from  our  own  order,  the  Poedobaptifts, 
"  to  prove  the  fame  point,  but  in  the  mouth 
"  of  two  or  three  witnefles,  if  they  be  good 
^*  ones,  every  word  fliall  be  eftablifhed." 

I  am  fenfible  that  you  might,  inftead  of 
fele6iing  three,  have  named  the  whole  num- 
ber of  eighty-two,  mentioned  by  Mr.  Booth. 
But,  Sir,  we  ought  to  remember  that  thefe 
faithful  witnefTvrs,  were  not  volunteers.  They 
have  been  preffed  into  your  fervice.  even 
fince  they  were  dead,  and  deprived  of  an 
opportunity  to  vindicate  themfelves. — Their 
teftimony  ought  to  have  been  confidered  and 
reported  with  the  utniofl  impartiality  and 
fairnefs. 

The  various  quotations  of  Mr.  Booth,  re- 
Uiive  to  pofiiivc  ir.ftituiions,  and  to  general 
rules  for  underftanding  and  interpreting 
fcripture,  would  be,  1  prefume,  much  moie 
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intelligible  and  inftruOive  to  many  of  his 
readers,  if  they  were  but  acquainted  with  the 
particular  cafes,  for  which  thofe  learned  and 
refpeQable  authors  intended,  and  to  which 
they  applied  them.  The  applicaiion  which 
has  been  made  by  Mr.  Booth  and  yourfeif, 
efpecially  with  refpeQ  to  the  mode  of  Bap- 
tifm,  does  not  appear  to  be  fo  candid  as 
could  be  wifhed,  nor  fo  judicious  and  con- 
clufive  as  you  and  that  gentleman  feem  to 
have  imagined. 

I   am    ready    to  allow   that  fome  perfons, 
who  believe  in  infant  Baptifm,  as  being  of  di- 
vine appointment,  have  been  in  the  habit  of 
dipping  infants   as   well  as  adults.     This  has 
been,   and  ftiil  is  the   pra8ice  of  the  Greek 
churches.      Others  alfo,  who  are  in  the  habit 
of  adminiftering    Baptifm    by    pouring    or 
fprinkling,  have,  for  various  reafons,  wifiied 
thai  the  mode  of  dipping  might  obtain.    Some 
have  fuppofed  dipping   to   be    the    mofl  an- 
cient  and  fignificant   mode;    and   have,   oa 
ihefe   account.<<,  wifned   it    to    prevail;    and 
fome  have  wilhed  it,  for  the  Hike  of  uniformity, 
being  wearied  out  with  a  very  unpleafantand 
unprcjfitable  controverfy.     But  probably,  not 
one  of  thofe    men,  whofe  names  have    been 
menii<med,   did    believe    that   the    mode   of 
dippi'i'g,    was  cirential    to    the   ordinance  of 
Baptifm.      It  was  iht  ir  opinion,  that  perfoDs 
miglu  be  baptized  lawfully,  by  leaving  water 
pou'cd    or  fprinkled    upon  thetn  ;  and    that 
thefe  modes   of  bapiiiir^g  were  ^.greeable  to 
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the  fignification  of  the  original  word  baptizo. 
Thus  this  cloud  of  witnefTes,  inftead  of  tefli- 
fying  in  favour  of  the  Baptift  principle,  ref- 
peQing  the  necJJ'ity  of  dipping,  have  general- 
ly and  decidedly  teftified  aganft  it. 

Mr.  Booth,  as  he  fays,  "  in  order  to  pre- 
*'  vent  miilakes,"  has  defired  the  reader  to 
obferve,  that  no  inconfiderable  part  of  thefe 
learned  authors  have  afferted-i  that  the  word 
Baptifm,  {!\gm{\t^  pouring  or  fprinklmg^  as  well 
as  immerfion.  He  and  you  have  told  us, 
what  each  individual  faid  concerning  dipping  ; 
but  have  not  been  fo  impartial  as  to  iiiform 
us,  what  ihey  individually  faid,  concerning 
pouring  and  fpr inkling.  It  is  certainly  incum- 
bent on  witneiTes,  and  equally  incumbent  on 
ihofe  who  report  their  teftimony,  to  relate 
the  -whole  truths  as  well  as  nothing  but  the 
truth. 

Before  we  difmifs  this  argument,  let  us 
fpcnd  a  moment  in  examining  the  tedimony 
of  the  Quakers,  which  appears  to  be  confid- 
ered,  by  fome  pcrfons,  as  of  peculiar  impor- 
tance in  the  prefent  controverfy.  Mr. 
Booth  ftyles  them  "  the  impartial,  difintereft- 
'•  ed  friends  of  the  Bapiift." — and  tells  us, 
*•  that  thev  defpife  infant  fprinkling."  Some 
learned  Quakers,  it  feems,  have  fuppofed 
that  dipping  was  the  primitive  mode  of  bap- 
tizing ;  and  that  the  original  word  hopiizo^ 
fignifies  to  dip^  \o plunge.  And  their  opinion 
in  this  refpe5l  is  thoughi  to  be  of  the  greaieft 
weight  and  authority,  becaufe  they  '•  are  the 
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impartial^  iifinterejled  friends  of  the  Baptifl.'* 
But  how  does  their  impartiality  appear?  In 
denying  and  in  rej-6ling  all  water  Baptifm. 
And  how  does  their  difmter-^fted  friendfhip 
appear  ?  "  In  defpifing  infant  fprinkling,'* 
and  in  advocating  the  mode  of  dipping,  in 
which  they  feem  to  have  no  intereft.  The 
truth,  however,  is  this  :  the  Quakers  are  as 
much  oppofed  to  plunging,  as  they  are  to 
fprinkling.  and  to  adult  Baptifm;,  as- they  are 
to  infant  Baptifm  ;  but  they  are,  compara- 
tivelv,  a  fmall  feB,  like  the  Baptift;  and 
nothing  is  more  common,  than  for  different 
fc61s  oF  the  moft  uitfriendly  and  oppofite 
fentiments,  to  unite  harmoniouOy,  in  order 
to  divide  and  deftroy  a  more  numerous  and 
powerful  fociety  of  men.  The  Quakers 
confider  the  Baptift,  as  approaching  neareft 
to  their  religious  fyftem,  and  are  ready  to 
hope  and  expeB,  thar,.if  by  joining  with  them, 
they  fhould  be  able  to  overthrow  the  doc- 
trine of  infant  Baptifm,  which  they  view  as 
the  principal  barrier,  adult  plunging  or 
Baptifm  would  foon  be  renounced  as  a  thing 
of  courfe.  This  is  the  Quaker  policy.  They 
are  not  lefs  partial  to  their  own  principle?, 
nor  lefs  defirous  of  making  profelytes,  than 
chriftians  of  other  denominations. 

Thus,  the  fuppofed  argument  in  favour  of 
immerfion  exclnfively^  refulting  from  the  "  dif- 
''  interefled  friendfhip  of  the  Quakers,"  ap- 
pears to  be  miferably  weak — emirely  without 
ioundaiion.     And    certainly    they    did    not 
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excel  in  Greek  criticifm  ;  nor  ever  pretend^ 
that  to  dip,  orimmerfe,  was  the  on!/)'  fignifica- 
tion  of  the  original  word  baptizd. 

Among  the  luimerous  and  various  autho- 
jities  that  have  been  produced,  there  is  not 
afingle  inftance  of  direQ  and  pofnive  tcfti- 
niony;  nor  the  leaft  degree  of  evidence,  to 
prove  that  the  original  word  baptize,  fignifies 
to  dip  or  irrtiii^rfe,  and  nothing  elfe  ;  or  that 
the  original  word  Baptifma^  fignifies  dipping 
or  immerfion,  and  nothing  elfe.  Ifideed,  I 
never  yet  found  this  fenti'.Kent  openly  and 
explicitly  avowed,  by  any  learned  wricer,  or 
critick  in  the  Greek  lan<;ua^e. 

But  on  the  other  hand,  a  very  large  num- 
ber of  the  mod  refpeBable  aiid  critical  Au 
thors,  Profe{T)r!;,  and  Expofnors,  have  ex- 
prefsly  afferted  that  the  v^ or d  Baptize^  accord- 
ing to  i's  true  and  original  mcrining,  has  va- 
rious fignifications  ; — that  it  fignifies  to  wet 
v/iih  wati^r,  partitily^  as  well  as  total'y,  and 
hy  fprinkling  or  pourings  Sec.  as  well  as  by 
dipping  or  iinnnerfion.  This  is  what  Mr. 
Booth  has  acknowledged,  and  none  can  de- 
jiv  it.  1  will,  however,  mention  a  few  iii- 
fiances,  exfraBid  chiefly  from  Mr.  Walker's 
very  learned  treatife  on  the  do8rine  of 
Baptisms. 

'•L'^igh,  in  his  Criiica  Sacra,  fays,  that 
««  Raptifn  is  fuch  a  kind  of  wafhing,  as  is  by 
<«  plunging,  and  yet  i'  is  taken  more  largely, 
»'  loi  a'ly  kind  cf  wafliing.  rinfing  or  cleanfing, 
««  even    where    ther*^   is    no  d'pplng  at  all^ 
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"  Chrift,"  fays  he,  "  no  where  requires  dip- 
*^  ping,  but  baptizing" — "  to  fprinkle  or  wafh 
"  one's  body,  facramen tally." 

"  Zelenus,  that  learned  man,  faith,  Bap- 
**  tifm,  if  you  confider  the  etymology  of  the 
"  word,  fignifies  dipping,  and  alfo  fprink- 
"  ling." — ''  He  fays,  that  dipping  was  formerly 
*«  more  ufed,  efpecially  in  the  hot  countries 
"  of  Judea,"  ''  but  not  that  this  mode  was  u- 
<'  niverfally  pra8:ifed  or  effen^ial  to  the  ordi- 
"  nance  of  Baptifm." — "  He  exprefsly  ap- 
"  proves  of  fprinkling  as  valid  Barpiifm." 

Beza  fays,  "  they  are  rightly  baptized,  who 
"are  baptized  by  fprinkling." 

J.  WicklifF  fays,  "  it  matters  not  Vv'hether 
"  they  were  dipped  once  or  three  times,  or 
"  whether  water  were  poured  upon  their 
"  heads." — '"That  every  one  might  a6i:  ac- 
"  cording. to  the  cuftom  of  the  place." — ^'  He 
"  did  not  believe  that  total  immerfion  was 
"  neceflary," 

Dr.  "  Hammond  no  where  fays,  that  Bafi- 
"  tifmvs  fignifies  immerfion  and  noihing  elTe," 
"  He  viewed  it  as  extending  to  other  modes 
"  of  wafhing." — "  He  never  held  that  ail 
"  modes  of  baptizing,  except  by  immerfion, 
"were  unlawful  and  invalid." 

Dr.  Gill,  a  Baptift,  tells  us,  "  that  the  na- 
"  live  and  proper  fignification  of  the  orioi- 
"  nal  word  baptizo,  is  to  dip  into  water,  or 
"  to  plunge  under  water;"  and  Cafaubon, 
Bulinger,  and  Zanchy,are  cited,  fromLeigh's 
(Dritica  Sacra,  as  agreeing  to  this  opinion  > 
K  2 
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bat  he  withholds  from  us  what  that  critrcal 
author  had  previoudy  obrerved,  viz.  "  Al- 
"  though  the  word  baptize^  be  derived  from 
"  bapto^  tingo^  to  dip.^  or  plunge  into  the  wa- 
''  ter,  and  fignifies,  primarily,  fuch  a  kind  of 
'•  wafhing  as  is  ufed  in  bucks,  where  linneii 
*•  is  plunged  and  dipped  j  yeit  it  is  taken, 
«'  more  largely,  for  any  kind  of  wafhing,  rin- 
<'  fir.g  or  cleanfing,  even  where  there  is  no 
*'  dipping  at  all  ;'*  and  quotes  Dr.  Featly,  as 
faying,  "  Chrii^  nowhere  requireih  dipping, 
''but  only  baptizing;  which  word  (Hefy- 
"  chius,  Stephanus,  Scapula,  and  Budaeu.'^, 
**  thofe  great  mafters  of  the  Greek  tongue, 
*'  make  good  by  very  many  inftances  and  al- 
*•  legations,  out  of  the  claflic  writers.)  im- 
'•  porteth  no  more  than  ablution,  or  wafliing." 

"  Whitaker  fays,  the  word  baptizo,  figni- 
"  fies  not  only  to  dip,  but  alfo  to  tinge  or 
«  wet.'' 

*'  Lighifoot  fay?,  the  word  Baptifm,  does 
•'  not  always  denote  immerfion,  but  fome- 
*'•  limes  wsfhiig  only,  or  even  fprinkling." 

''  Madricht  (ays,  it  fignifies  wafhing  either 
"  by  fprinkling  or  dipping." 

The  fame  (^pinion  has  been  finccrely  em- 
braced and  well  defended  by  many  of  the 
mod  learnr  d  and  eminent  divines  of  our  own 
nation,  viz.  I'ne  Rev.  Peter  Clark,  Dr.  Mo- 
fes  f-Iemm:nw:iy,  Dr.  Samuel  Hopkins,  Dr. 
Jofcph  La  hrop,  and  others;  whofe  abilities 
and  characl.:rs  are  extenfively  known  and 
uriivcrfaliy  eilecmcd,and  whofe  writings  may 
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be  eafily  obtained,  by  any  perfon  who  wifhcs 
to  read  them. 

Dr.  Hopkins  exprefs-y  obferves,  ••  that 
"  the  mode  of  Bapnf?!^,  and  the  form  and 
'*  manner  of  applying  and  ufmg  water,  in  this 
"  ordinance,  does  not  appear  to  be  decided- 
*•  'y  fixed  in  fcrrpture." — "  That  plunging, 
''  pouring,  and  foiinkling,  have  been  embra- 
"  ced  and  praBifed  by  different  churches." 
'^  That  when  the  fcriptures  are  carefully  ex- 
"  amined,  it  will  not  appear  that  plunging 
"  was  inflituted  by  Chiii},  or  praBifed  by 
"  the  Apoftles';  or  that  the  original  word, 
"  tianffated  Baptifm,  or  to  baptize,  invaria- 
*'  bly  fignifies  plunging  the  whole  body  under 
"  water." — This  he  fays,  '^  has  been  partic- 
<'  ularly  confidered  and  proved,  over  and  o- 
"  ver  a^ain,  by  v/riiers  upon  the  fubje6l. 
"  Therefore,  their  opinion  and  pra8ice  feem 
"  mofl  agreeable  to  fcripture,  who  think  no 
"  particular  form  of  applying  water  in  Bap- 
"  tifm  is  there  prefcribed,  either  by  precept 
"  or  exa  nple,  or  by  any  thing  faid  on  this 
"  point." — ♦'  Confeq  lently,  every  church  is 
'•  left  to  adopt  that  particular  mode  which 
"  appears  to  them  mofl  decent  and  conveni- 
'^  ent;  or,  that  difFvirent  perfons  may  be  re- 
'•  ally  baptized,  by  the  application  of  water, 
"  i;i  d'.lTcrent  ways,  Sec, 

Dr.  Wall,  in  ihe  appendix  of  his  reply  ro 
Dr.  Gall",  mcn;ions  a  remarkable  initance, 
in  which  the  m  >  le  of  wetting  or  of  ap- 
plying water  was   certainly  that   of  pouring 
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and  not  that  of  dipping.  It  is  as  follows  :— 
St.  Origen,  when  commenting  on  the  Bap- 
lifm  of  John,  enquires  thus  of  the  Pharifees; 
"  how  could  you  think  that  Elias,  when  he 
"  fhould  come,  would  baptize,  who  did  not 
"  in  Ahab's  time  baptize  the  wood  upon  the 
"  altar,  which  was  to  be  wafhed  before  it  was 
*'  burnt  by  the  Lord's  appearing  in  fire  ?  But 
"  he  ordered  the  priefts  to  do  that ;  not  once 
"  only,  but  he  fays,  do  it  the  fecond  lime; 
"  and  they  did  it  the  fecond  time:  And  do 
"  it  the  third  time  ;  and  they  did  it  the  third 
"  time.  Therefore,  how  could  it  be  likely 
"  that  this  man,  who  did  not  then  baptize^- 
"  but  affigned  that  work  to  others,  would 
«  himfelf /^^^^zzf,  when  he  (hould,  according 
«*  to  the  prophecy  of  Malachi,  again  appear 
"  here  on  earth  ?" 

We  find  in  the  firft  book  of  Kings,  xviii, 
33,  that  the  order  given  by  Elijah  was  to 
fill  four  barrels  with  water,  and  pour  it  on  the 
wood  and  on  the  burnt  offering.  This  pour- 
ing of  -water,  Origen,  that  accurate  fcholar, 
who  lived  in  the  fecond  century,  and  was 
well  acquainted  with  the  Greek  claflics,  and 
Greek  Teftament,  calls  baptizing  In  the 
very  fame  fentence,  he  makes  ufe  of  the 
Greek  word  E-'piizo  four  limes;  twice  with 
expreCs  reFerence  10  the  Baptifm  of  John ; 
and  twice  wih  exprefs  reference  to  that  Bap- 
tifm which  took  }.lace  in  the  days  of  the 
Prophet  Elijah  ;  which  Baptifm,  we  are  ex-- 
prefsly   told,   was  not  performed  by  dipping 
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the   wood   and  facriBce  into   water,  bat  by 
pouring  water  upon  them. 

It  is  alfo  evident,  even  from  the  frequent 
uTe  of  the  word  baptize,  by  heathen  authors,, 
that  it  does  not  always  fignify  a  total  immer- 
fion.  Mr.  Walker  telis  us,  '•  that  Porphy- 
'•  rie  menfions  a  river  in  India,  into  which 
'Mfgfti  offender  enters,  or  attempis  to  pafs 
*•  through  it,  he  is  immediately  baptized  up  to 
*'  his  head  >"  (haptlzetai  mcclin  Kfphalcs.) 
Here  a  perfon  is  faid  to  be  baptized,  alihoiigh 
his  head  did  not  go  under,  but  remaiiied 
above  the  water.  This  certainly  was  not  a 
total  imnierfion. 

'•  He  alfo  inftances  a  cafe  from  Mr.  Syden- 
^'  ham,  as  delivered  by  the  oracle  (viz.  afkos 
*'  baptize^  dunai  de  toi  ou  fhemis  cjli'')  In  which 
inf\ance,  if  Ji^n^z  fignifies  to  plunge  wholly 
under  water,  as  it  certainly  does,  then  baptize 
muft  {i^rr'Sy  f^mething  lefs  than  a  total  im- 
iii:"rfion.  '•  Baplizf  him  as  a  bottk^  but  it  is  not 
*'  laziful  to  plunge  him  rckdly  under  the  water.'* 
The  baptiTm  here  defcribcd^^  refemblcs  ihat 
of  a  blown  bladder  or  bottle  of  leather, 
which  when  put  into  the  water,  v;i'l  no'  fmk. 
to  the  botiom,  but  fwim  upon  the  top. 

The  fame  criiica^  au^.hor  mentions  an  in- 
ftcince  from  SclircveliusV  and  Robenr>n's 
Lexicons,  19th  chapter,  in  which  ca^e,  the 
primitive  word  hapto  fignifies  a  wetting  with 
water,  that  was  certainly  lefs,  and  very  dif- 
ferent from  a  tota^  dipping  or  immcrfion. 
The    fcnieiice   is   ihii  ;  ('•'  Baplei  men  ajkon^ 
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"  iiddr  de  iigron  durifi pote.)  He  indeed  baptize th 
"  a  bladder  or  botth,  but  it  never  goeth  under  the 
"  liquid  water.'' 

To  thefe  inftances,  we  might  add  a  well 
known  cafe,  taken  from  a  poem  attributed 
to  Ilomer,  called  the  battle  of  the  frogs  and 
the  mice,  in  which  the  lake  is  faid  to  be 
baptized  by  the  blood  of  a  ffog.  ( Ebapteto 
de  aiina'i  limne  porpliurroj  This  lake  was  not 
dipped  into  the  blood  of  a  frog  ;  it  was  only 
be/pattered  and  tinged  therewith. 

We  could  eafily  multiply  authorities  if  it 
were  neceflary.  It  appears  undeniably  evi- 
dent from  the  Greek  claflficks,  and  from 
learned  writers  and  commentators,  both  an- 
cient and  modern,  that  the  word  baptizo  has 
other  fignifications  befides  that  of  a  total 
dipping  or  immer(ion. 

The  moft  celebrated  and  refpeQable Lex- 
icographers and  criticks  have  often  tranf- 
lated  baptizo  into  the  following  Latin  words, 
viz.  baptizo^  mergo,  immergo,  tingo,  intingo^ 
luvo^  ablito,  madefacio*^  p^^f^'go^  mundo.  No  one, 
I  prefumeswill  pretend  that  all  thefe  words  are 
mentioned  as  being  perFe6lly  fynonimous — 
of  the  fame  meaning  exaBly.  And  certainly 
if  the  word  baptizo  fignify  any  thing  lefs  or 
different  from  a  total  immerfion,  then  perfons 
may  be  baptized  in  fome  other  mode. 

Befides,    if  it  had    been   the   intention    of 
Ghrift  and   of  his  Apoftles,   to    fpecify  the 
mode,  or  to    have  reftriQed   all  chriftians  to. 
one  and   the  fame  mode   of  baptizing^,  they. 
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•niigbt,  for  this  purpofe,  have  fele61:ed  from 
the  Greek  language  words  of  the  moft  un- 
equivocal and  definitive  figoification.  If  it 
had  been  their  intention  to  fpecify  the  mode 
offprinklingy  they  might  have  ufed  the  word 
Rantizo  ;  if  the  mode  o^  pourings,  they  might 
have  ufed  the  word  Ekcheo  ;  if  that  mode  of 
bathing  or  wa/hing^sshxch  is  performed  by  the 
application  of  water  with  friBion  or  rubbing, 
they  might  have  ufed  the  wor4  Louo  ;  and  if 
it  had  been  their  intention  to  fpecify  the 
mode  of  dippings  they  m^ght  have  ufed  the 
word  Duptd  oi  Dund^  Sec. 

I  am  fenfible  it  has  been  objefled,  that 
the  word  dimd^  fignifies  fuch  a  kind  of  plung- 
ing, as  drowns  or  deftroys  the  perfon  ;  but 
this  is  a  mere  evafion.  The  idea  of  being 
fuffocatedor  deflroyed,  is  not  implied  in  the 
ineaning  of  dand.  This  word  may  be  applied, 
for  it  is  ftriBly  applicable,  even  to  thofe 
-creatures  and  things  which  are  not  liable  to 
fufFocation,  or  to  any  difadvantage,  from  be- 
ing plunged  into  or  under  the  water.  And 
as  to  the  word  dupto^  it  certainly  fignifies  te 
dip  or  plunge,  cxcluiivdy  and  unequivocally; 
and  without  being  fufpeBed  of  having  any 
thing  elfe,  frightful  in  itr  fignifxCation.  This 
is  what  Mr.  Booth  himfelf  feems  to  admit. 
But  the  infpired  writers,  when  treating  of  the 
Chriftian  Baptifm,  have  not  reftrifted  us  to 
any  one  particular  mode,  exclufive  of  all 
others,  by  ufing  a  word  that  is  decided  and 
limited  ia  its  import. 
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I  will  conclude  thefe  remarks  with  the 
following  very  pertinent  and  applicable  qiio- 
tanon,  from  Mr.  John  Horfey's  defence  of 
infant  Baptifm,  viz.  "  That  Baptifm  is  an  e- 
"  quivocal,  open,  giMieral  term" — "  that  noth- 
<«  ing  is  determined  by  it  further  than  thi*', 
'^  that  water  fhould  be  applied  to  the  fubje6>5 
«  in  fome  form  or  other" — "  that  the  mode 
^'  of  ufe  is  only  the  ceremonial  part  of  a  pof- 
"  itive  inftltute  ;  jufi  as  in  the  fupper  of  our 
"  Lord,  ilie  time  of  day,  tlie  number  and  pof- 
'•  ture  of  communicates,  the  quality  and 
'•  quantity  of  bread  and  wine,  are  clrcumftan- 
^'  ftances  not  accounted  efTential,  by  any 
*•  party  of  Chriilians. — That  '•  fpr inklings 
'^^  pourings  ixud  plunging,  are  perfectly  eqaiva- 
"  lent  and  equally  valid." 

The  aforefaid  authcriiies  have  been  men- 
tioned in  preference  to  a  hoft  of  others,  be- 
caufe  they  were,  getierally,  the  veiy  fame 
perfons  who  had  been  named  bv  you  or  Mr. 
Booth,  as  the  moil  learned  and  refpcclubie 
authors.  And  it  iippears,  from  their  exprefs 
leilimony  that  they  did  not  be'ieve  ihc  mode 
of  dipping  wasefTenna!  to  the  ChriHian  Bap- 
tifm ;  but  that  perfons  might  be  baptized 
lawfully  and  validly,  atid  according  to  ihe 
real  irtteni  and  meanir-g  of  ihe  original  words 
haptizo^  and  hoptifma^  by  having  water  poured 
or  fprinkled  upon  them,  in  the  ncyrie  of  the 
Falhtr^  and  cf  the  Son,  and  vj  the  Holy  Ghcjl, 
i  am.  Sir,  cxc. 
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LETTER     XI. 

SIR, 


AiVI  fenfible  it  is  pretended  by  feme, 
^'  that  the  native,  primary,  and  only  proper 
"meaning  of-  the  word  Baptifm,  is  dipping" 
"  — That  it  only  fignifies  wafhing  or  wetting, 
«•  confequentially  ahd  improperly; — and  that 
"  it  is  only  fuch  a  wetting  or  wafhing  as  fup- 
"  pofes,  and  is,  afFeded  by  dipping  ; — and 
"  that  the  primary  and  radical  fenfe  is  to  be 
''  preferred  to  the  one,  which  is  fecondary 
"  and.confequential." 

But,  Sir,  we  have  no  certainty  that  dip- 
ping is  the  primary  and  native  (ignification 
of  the  Greek  word  baptizd  ;  and  that  wafhing 
orweuing  is  a  confequential  and  fecondary 
fenfe.  It  is  the  opinion  of  Dr.  Hemmenway 
and  of  other  very  learned  and  critical  wri- 
ters, that  wafliing  or  v;etting  is  the  f^rft  and 
original  import  of  Baptifm.  Wettiv.g  appears 
to  be  the  tjftnlial  idea,  which  is  always  con- 
neQed  with,  and  implied  in,  every  true  and 
proper  Water- Baptifm,  I  (hall  not,  however, 
contend  for  a  point,  which,  in  my  opinion,  is 
of  very  little  importance,  in  the  prefent  dif- 
pute.  For  if  we  fhould  admit,  that  to  wet  is 
not  ihe  primary,  but  fecondary  meaning,  this 
will  aftVjrd  no  proof  in  favour  of  dipping,  to 
the  exclufion  of  all  other  r.odes  of  baptizing. 
To  wet  m  iy  have  been  a  very  common  and 
prooer  figp.irication  of  the  ^^otd  baptizo\  and 
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the  very  fame  fenfe,  in  which  the  Saviour 
meant  to  be  underftood  by  his  Apoftles. 
That  perfon  mud  be  very  inattentive  to  the 
nature  of  language,  who  is  capable  of  believ- 
ing that  the  native  and  primary  meaning 
of  words  is  the  only  meaning,  in  which 
they  may  be  commonly  and  properly  uf- 
ed.  The  original  fignification  is,  by  cuf- 
tom,  very  frequently  altered,  by  being 
enlarged  or  re(lri8ed.  For  example,  ''  An 
"  infant,  primarily,  fignifies  a  child  unable 
"  to  fpeak  ;  but  we  underftand  by  the 
"  word  any  child  that  is  under  the  age  of  dif- 
"  creiion." — To  bathe,  in  the  primitive  fenfe 
of  the  word,  feems  to  imply  immerfion,  and 
yet  it  is  now  commonly  ufed  to  fignify  any 
kind  of  wetting  or  wafhing,  either  by  dipping 
or  pouring,  or  by  applying  wet  clothes,  to- 
tally or  partially,  as  may  be  moft  fuitable  and 
convenient. — The  word  Baptijl  primarily  fig- 
nified'^a  Baptizer.,  or  one  who  adminijlered  the 
ordinance  of  Baptifm^  without  fpecifying  the 
mode  or  the  fubjeds ;  but  it  is  now  common- 
ly ufed  to  fignify  any  perfon  who  denies  in^ 
fani  Baptifm,  and  holds  to  immerfion,  as  ab- 
folutely  effential. 

If  Chrift,  in  the  commiflTion  which  he  gave 
to  his  Apoftles,  had  ufed  the  word  dupto^  in- 
ftead  of //^^//zo  ;  or  if  he  had  commanded 
them  to  baptiz:^  by  dippings  then  the  mode 
of  Bapiifm  would  have  been  decided  and 
fixed  But  haptizo  does  not  appear  to  be  a 
word  of  an  unambiguous  and  uniform  meaa- 


INFANT     BAPTISM.  123 

ing.  According  to  the  opinion  of  the  mod 
learned  and  llvilfal  criiicks  in  the  Greek  lan- 
guage, it  admits  of  various  fignifications, 
andiis  not  re61ri8:ed  to  any  one  particular 
mode,  in  the  application  and  ufe  of  water. 
Their  criiicifins  and  teftimony  are  not  to 
be  defpifed  and  treated  with  contempt.  They 
ferve  to  rcile8,  fome  uftful  light  upon  the 
fubjett.  But  the  witnefs  of  infpired  writers- 
is  of  higher  and  better  authority.  Scripture 
is  the  bed  interpreter  of  I'cripiure. 

If  there  be  any  doubt  or  uncertainty,  with^ 
refpeft  to  the  meaning  of  fcripture  words 
and  phrafcS)  we  mud  compare  them  with 
oiher  places,  where  the  fasiie  or  iiaiilar  ex- 
preffionsand  paiTages  are  ufed,  and  the  fame 
fuhje6ls  treated  of,  perhaps  in  plainer  lan- 
guage, and  in  a  more  intelligible  and  explicit 
manner.  Thus  the  word  baptize^  is  to  be  com- 
pared and  explained. 

But,  although  the  fcriptures  were  original- 
ly written  in  the  Hebrew  and  Greek  lan- 
guages, by  infpiration,  our  tranflators  were 
not  infpired.  Some  words  are  not  exa6lly 
tranflated  ;  and  fome  words  are  of  fuch  a  na- 
ture, that  it  is  difficult  to  tranflate  them,  ex- 
actly, into  anoiher  language,  without  circum- 
locution. 

The  word  baptize^  is  borrowed  from  the 
Greeks.  Our  tranflators,  as  has  been  obfer- 
ved,  indead  of  attempting  to  tranflate  it,  as- 
in  other  cafes,  have  commonly  tranfcribed 
the  original  word.     It  therefore  becomes  pe- 
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culiarly  necefTary,  in  the  prefent  cafe,  for  us 
to  examine  ihe  original  texts.  Bat,  before 
we  proceed,  let  it  be  premifed,  that  I  fliall, 
for  the  fake  of  the  Englifh  reader,  wMUs 
unacquainted  with  the  manner  in  which 
Greek  words  are  varied  in  their  terminations, 
commonly  mention  7ioims  in  the  nominative 
cafe  of  the  fingular  number,  and  verbs^  in  the 
Jitjl  per/on  of  the  indicative  mood,  prefent 
tenfe. 

When  Chrift  commifiTioned  his  difciples  to 
preach  the  gofpel,  and  inftituted  the  Chriftian 
Bapiifm,  he  commanded  them  to  baptize. 
Let  us  then  fearch  the  fcriptures,  not  after 
the  primary  or  fecondary  meaning  of  Baptize^ 
but  in  order  to  afcertain  the  fenfe  or  (enfes^. 
in  which  the  Apoft#'es  underftood  and  ufed 
the  word. 

The  word  haptizo^  is  derived  from  laplb^  as 
its  theme.  Both  thefe  words  are  frequently 
mentioned  by  the  infpired  writers,  and  ibey 
both  m.erit,  on  this  occafion,  our  particular 
attention  and  impartial  confideraiion. 

The  word  bapto  is  ufed  fix  times  in  the  new 
Teftament  ;  and,  according  to  Dr.  Gale, 
wbofe  flatement,  I  believe,  is  corrcQ,  "  it  is 
«•  ufed  nineteen  times  in  the  Septuagint  tran- 
«'  flation  of  the  old  Teftament,  and  in  every 
*'  inftance,  except  one,  it  fignifies  in  dip.*' 

ift.  Matthew  xxvi — 23.  "  He  that  dlp- 
''  pelh  his  hand  with  me  in  the  difh." 

2d.  Mark  xiv — 20.  "It  is  one  of  the 
<'  twelve  that  dippcth  with  me  in  the  difli." 
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gd.  Luke  xvi — 24.  "  Send  Lazarus  that 
"  he  may  dip  the  tip  of  his  finger  in  water." 

4th.  John  XIII — 26.  "  He  it  is,  to  whom 
"  I  fhall  give  the  fop  when  1  have  dipped  it,'' 

5th.  "  And  when  he  had  dipped  the  fop  he 
*'  gave  it  to  Judas  Ifcariot." 

6th.  Rev.  XIX — 13.  "And  he  was  cloth- 
''  ed  with  a  vefture,  dipped  in  blood." 

In  all  thefe  inftances  of  dipping,  the  orig- 
inal word  made  ufe  of  by  the  Apoftles,  is 
bapto.  The  fame  word  is  ufed,  in  the  old 
Teftament,  where  we  read  of  dipping  hyffop 
in  water — of  dipping  a  cloth  in  water — of 
dipping  a  morfel  in  vinegar — of  dipping  a 
bunch  of  hyffop  in  blood,  &c.  Now,  it  is 
evident,  that  in  all  thefe  inftances,  the  mode 
of  wetting  was  not  that  of  fprinkiing,  or  pour- 
ing, but  that  of  dipping.  This  faft  is  afcer- 
tained,  not  by  finding  the  primary  meaning 
of  ^^/j^^",  in  a  lexicon,  but  from  the  nature 
and  circumflances  of  each  particular  cafe,  as 
mentioned  in  the  fcriptures. 

Thus  it  appears,  that  in  all  ihofe  places,  in 
the  old  and  new  Teftament,  in  which  the 
mode  of  weuing  was  certainly  and  unquejliona- 
biy  that  of  dipping,  the  Prophets  and  Apof- 
tles have  invariably  ufed  the  word  bapld. 

From  hence  the  Baptifts  infer,  that  baptizo 
alfo,  muft  always  fignify  to  dip  ; — that  if  bap- 
to',  l\u^  primitive^  the  genus^  as  ihey  fomctimes 
term  it,  fignify  to  dip,  according  to  the  moft 
common  ufe  of  the  word,  then  baptize^  a  dt- 
rivativcy  a  /pedes,  mull  of  c our fe  be  confider- 
La 
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ed  as  being  exclufively  ufed  in  the  fame 
fenfe.  Bur,  Sir,  is  this  inference  grammati- 
cal and  juft  ?  or  rather,  is  it  not  abfirrd  and 
ridiculous  ?  Does  it  not  entirely  confound 
and  annihilate  the  diftindion  between  the 
primitive  and  derivative — the  genus  and  fpe- 
cies,  and  render  the  words  bapto  diud  baptize^ 
perfe81y  fynonimou?,  even  in  their  conftant, 
or  mod  common  and  proper  Ggnification  ? 

Permit  me  to  enquire  further.  U  baptize^ 
when  mentioned  in  fcripture,  always  fignify 
to  dip,  as  has  been  pretended,  is  it  not  very 
ftrange  and  unaccountable,  that  this  word 
fhould  never  have  been  once  ufed  in  any  of 
ihofe  aforefaid  cafes,  where  the  viode  o/"  Jz^- 
jf'ZTz^  was  certainly  and  indifputably  meant? 
Befides,  \{  \\\t  mode  of  dipping  be  abfolutely 
effential  to  the  Chriilian  Baptifm,  as  you  pre- 
tend, is  it  not  equally  ftrange  and  unac- 
countable, that  the  primitive  word  bapto^ 
fliould  never  have  been  once  ufed  with  refer- 
ence to  this  ordinance  ? 

It  would  not  be  improper  to  fay,  that  the 
root  includes  the  branches;  that  the  genus 
includes  all  its  different  fpecies ;  and  that  the 
primitive  word  includfrs  all  the  words  de- 
rived from  it.  But  it  would  be  very  incor- 
re8,  to  infer  that  a  certain  branch  included 
the  root,  and  ail  the  other  branches — that 
a  particular  fpecies,  included  the  genus, 
and  all  iis  other  various  fpecies;  or  that 
a  derivative,  included  the  primitive  word, 
and  all  the  oiher  words  derived  fiom  it. 
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Bapto  \s  ihe  primitive  word,  and  we  have 
fhown  from  cuftomary  ufage  in  the  facred 
fciiptures,  that  it  moll  commonly  fignifies  to 
dip.  Baptizohns  derivative,  terminating  in 
Zi?,  and  therefore,  according  to  grammarians, 
is  a  derninutive^  and  frequently  ufed  to  exprefs 
a  mode  of  wetting,  lefs  than  total  immerfion 
or  dipping. 

This  inference  is  fairly  drawn  from  the 
etymology  of  the  word,  and  it  will  appear  ftill 
more  evident,  when  we  fh ill  attend  to  thofe 
feveral  places  in  the  New  Teftament,  wher^ 
haptizo  is  ufed  by  the  ApoRles. 
1  am.  Sir.  &c. 


I 


LETTER     Xir. 

SIRy 


T  is  well  known,  that  the  word  BihlCi  now 
fignifie?,  and  is,  by  common  confent  and 
ufacre,  reJlriHcd  in  its  ilgnincation,  to  the  Book 
of  I nfpi ration.  The  word  Jcripiure  is  al fa 
now  applicable  y^'/f/jj;  to  the  writings  ofin- 
fpircd  men.  But,  as  thefe  words  origi  ally 
fignilied,  and  were  applied  to  any  oiher  book 
or  writing  whatfoever,  fo  the  original  words 
baptize  and  baptifm^  which  are  now  appropri- 
ated exclufively  to  a  chriftian  ordinance, 
formerly  fignificd,  and  were  frequently  ufed, 
even  by  the  ApoRles,  to   exprefs  other  wet- 
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tings  and  wafliings  of  various  kinds.  This 
appears,  not  from  the  Englifh  Teftament, 
but  from  the  original  Greek.  For  example. 
The  wafhing  of  hands — the  wafhing  ofh^ufe- 
hold  utenfils  and  furniture — and  the  variou-s 
vafhings  and  purifications  of  the  Jews,  arc 
fometimes  expreffed  in  the  Greek  Teftament, 
by  the  words  haptizo  and  haptifmos.  Thefe 
wafhings,  in  the  original  language,  are  ftyled 
haptifms ;  and  undoubtedly  the  modes  of  ap- 
plying and  ufing  water  in  baptizing,  or  wafh- 
ing thefe  different  articles,  were  as  various 
formerly,  as  they  are  at  the  prefent  day. 

It  is  (aid  in  the  7th  chapter  of  Mark,  '•  that 
*'  the  Pharifees,  when  they  faw  fome  of  his 
*'•  difciples  eat  bread  with  defiled  (that  is  to 
"  fay,  wiih  unwa/Jie7i)  hands,  ther  found  fault; 
*'  for  the  Pharifees  and  all  the  Jews,  except 
*'  they  wafh  their  hands  oft,  eat  not;  and 
''  when  they  come  from  the  market,  except 
**  they  toapi  (in  the  original,  except  they  are 
"  bap'ized)  they  eat  not."  It  is  alfo  faid  in 
Luke,  xi.  37,  "  that  a  certain  Pharifee  aiked 
*^  Jefus  to  dine  with  him.  And  he  went  in 
*'  and  fat  down  to  meat.  And  when  the  Phari- 
"  fee  faw  it,  he  marveled  that  he  had  not  firfl: 
"  zvajhed  before  dinner."  The  fame  word  is 
made  ufe  of  in  the  original,  which  has  been 
noticed  in  the  preceding  paffage.  "  The 
*'  Ph  .rifee  marveled  that  he  had  not  been 
*•  hapiiztd  before  dinner." 

1  am  fen  fib!  e  that  you,  and  fome  other 
Baptift  writers,  pretend,  "  that  the  haptifm  or 
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^^  wafhing  here  referred  to,  was  performed  by 
*'  bathing  or  by  dipping  the  whole  body  into 
"  water,  and  that  this-v\^as  the  mode,  in  which 
''  the  Jews  were  ^<7/?/?;3fi  or  waO^ied,  efpecially 
*'  when  they  came  from  the  market,  as  they 
"  were  then  fuppofed  to  be  more  than  ordi- 
"  narily  deBled." 

Bat,  Sir,  this  pretence  proves  nothing,  un- 
lefs  it  be  the  great  ftraits  and  difficulties,  to 
which  the  Baptiftsare  reduced,  in  atiempfing 
to  defend  their  principles.  It  is  not,  inti-. 
mated  that  our  Saviour  or  his  difciples  had 
been  to,  or  that  they  came  from  the  market; 
nor  is  it  any  where  faid  or  inumated,  in  the 
old  or  new  Teftament,  that,  the  Jews  did 
praftife  bathing,  or  dipping  their  whole 
bodies  into  water,  before  they  dined,  or  eat 
bread.  Befides,  a  practice  of  this  kind 
would  have  been,  in  many  inflmces,  very 
inconvenient,  and  even  imora^icable. 

Dr.  Pococke,  that  verv  learned  divine,  has 
fliown  clearly,  from  the  writings  of  Maimon- 
ides  and  other  Rabbies,  that  ihe  Jews  never 
had  fuch  a  cuftom.  But  they  ufed  to  wafh 
their  hands;  and  he  exprefsly  iclis  us,  that 
the  mode  of  walliing,  was  by  having  water 
drawn  or  poured  upon  them.  This  account 
agrees  with  what  is  faid  in  2  Kings  iii.  11, 
Elijha  poured  water  upon  the  hands  of  Elijah. 
It  alfo  agrees  well  with  the  original  xvord^ 
which  is  not  ufed  in  the  aBive,  but  in  the 
pnjjivt  voice  ;  a  circumftance,  which  feems 
to  indicate  that  the  water  was  applied  to  their 
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hands  by  fome  other  perfon  ;  or  gI^q  that  it 
was  drawn  out  upon  them,  by  means  of  fome 
contrivance,  provided  for  that  purpofe. 

This  opinion  is  further  corroborated  by 
the  form  and  conftruQion  of  thofe  water  pots 
which  were  made  for  the  purpofes  of  their 
various  purifications. — We  are  told,  "  there 
'•  were  fet  at  a  certain  marriage  in  Cana  of 
"  Galilee,  fix  water  pots,,  according  to  the 
"^  manner  of  the  purifying  of  the  Jews." 
Thefe  water-pots  being  filled  with  water^ 
v^hich  was  afterward  in  a  miraculous  manner 
turned  into  wine  by  v-^ur  Saviour,  he  ordered 
them  to  draw  it  off,  and  bear  it  to  the  gov- 
ernour.  He  did  not  dire6t  them  to  dip  it 
out,  but  to  draw  it  ofF.  Thefe  large  pots  or 
pitchers  were  not  intended  as  baths,  to 
plunge  or  bathe  the  whole  body  in,  but  for 
the  cuftomary  wafhings  and  purifications  of 
the  Jews;  and  in  particular,  for  the  purpofe 
Sf  wafhing  their  hands;  and  perhaps  occa- 
fionally  their  faces  and  iheir  feet;  and  it 
feems  thefe  pots  were  provided  with  cocks,. 
or  with  fome  fuitable  contrivance,  in  order 
to  draw  or  pour  off  the  water  upon  their 
hands,  or  into  fome  fmallcr  vefTel  for  the 
common  ufes  of  purifying. 

The  learned  compilers  of  the  Di6iionary 
of  Bible,  inform  us,  "  that  the  Hebrews  had 
"  an  infinite  number  of  purifications.  For 
^'  example,  they  did  not  i^o  much  as  eat,  nor 
"  even  fit  down  to  a  table,  till  after  they  had: 
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♦*<  waflied  their  hands,  by  pouring  water  from 
•*«  their  fingers'  ends  up  to  their  elbows." 

The  pharifees  did  not  find  fault  with  the 
diTciples,  and  marvel  at  the  Saviour,  becaufe 
they  refufed  to  dip  themfelves,  or  to  be  dip- 
ped all  over  under  water,  before  dinner;  it 
was  becaufe  they  neglefted  to  be  baptized — 
negle6led  to  walh  their  hands.  For  the  phar- 
ifees  and  all  the  jfews-i  except  they  wa/Ii  their 
hands  ojt^  eat  not.  Accordingly,  in  the  lan- 
guage of  the  new  Teftament,  a  man  is  faid 
to  be  baptized,  when  only  a  fmall  part  of  his 
body  is  wafhed. 

It  is  alfo  obfervable,  that  the  word  (bap- 
tizo)  is  further  explained  by  another  Greek 
word  (nipto)  which  is  here  ufed  in  the  fame 
fenfe,  and  is  certainly  reftri6ted,  in  its  figni- 
fication,  to  the  wafhing  of  the  hands.  It 
therefore  appears,  that  thofe  perfons,  who 
were  thus  waflied,  by  dipping  their  hands  in- 
to water,  or  by  having  water  poured  upon 
their  hands,  agreeably  to  the  Jewifh  cuftom, 
are  faid,  in  the  original,  to  be  baptized ; 
which  plainly  fhows,  that  the  Greek  word 
baptizo,  as  ufed  in  this  place  by  the  Apof- 
tles,  does  not  fignify  to  immerfe  or  plunge 
the  whole  body  under  water. 

Saint  Mark  further  obferves,  "  that  many 
*'  other  things  there  be,  which  they  have  re- 
*'  ceived  to  hold,  as  the  wafhings  (in  the  o- 
"  riginal  it  is  Bapiifms)  of  cups  and  pots,  and 
^'  brazen  vcffels  and  tables."  Thele  fuper- 
iliiious  wafhings  are  twice  expreffed   by  the 
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Greek  word  (Bapiifmous)  Baptifms.  But  we 
have  no  evidence  that  ihefe  wafhings  were 
performed  by  dipping* 

The  fmall  aips  might  probably  have  been 
dipped,  partly  or  wholly  under  water  ;  but 
it  would  be  very  inconvenient,  and  even  im^ 
proper,  to  wafh  large  pots  and  kettles,  or 
brazen  vefTels  and  tables,  in  this  way.  The 
common  method  of  waihing  fuch  articles,  in 
ail  ages  and  countries,  has  been,  and  ftill  is, 
hy  pouring  water  into  or  upon  them,  and  by 
making  ufe  of  friBion,  rubbing  them  with 
the  hand  or  with  a  wet  cloth. 

St.  Mark  and  St.  Luke  have  informed  us, 
"  that  the  pharifees  and  all  the  Jews  were 
"  very  careful  to  be  baptized,  before  they 
"  dined,  and  when  they  came  from  the 
•'  market ;"  and  as  careful  to  have  their 
houfehold  utenfils  baptized;  but  they  have 
not  told  us  in  what  manner  thefe  Baptifms 
were  performed.  The  mode  was  probably 
various.  Ar\d  as  our  tranflators  have  tranf- 
crihed  the  original  word,  whenever  it  had 
reference  to  the  ordinance  of  the  Chriftian 
Baptifm^  fo  on  the  pre  Tent  occahon,  they 
have,  very  properly  tranjlaud  it  into  the  En- 
glifh  word,  wajlimg',  which  is  cqn.<iiy  indefi- 
nite ;  for  it  is  not  reflriBcd,  in  its  fignifica- 
tion,  lO  any  one  method  of  applying  and  u- 
firg  water,  but  is  flriftly  applicable  to  af- 
perfion,  cffi.fion,  or  immerfion. 

As  this  argument  is  of  confidcrable  weiohr, 
we  will   now    fee  how  you    and    other  Ba.p- 
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dft  writers  have  confidered  and  explained 
the  afore faid  paiTages  of  fcripture.  You  tell 
\js,  that  thofe  baptifms^  viz.  "  ehaptijlhe^  in 
"  Luke,  and  baptifmom^  in  Mark,  have  refer- 
''  ence  to,  and  mean  aceremonia],a  religiou?,- 
'•  or  rather,  as  may  be  more  properly  called 
^'  in  thefe  inftances,  a  fuperfliiious  wafhing;'* 
and  then  fay,  that  "  what  is  meant  by  a  cere- 
"  monial  wafhing,  may  be  feen  by  looking 
<'  into  the  ceremonial  law." 

But,  Sir,  we  wifh  to  know  what  is  meant  by 
thofe  wafhings,  which  you  havejuftly  ftyled 
fupcrjlitious.  Ii  appears  to  me  very  ftrange 
and  unaccountable,  that  you  and  Dr.  Gale 
fhould  refer  your  readers  to  the  law  of  Mo- 
fes,  in  order  to  prove  in  what  manner  the 
Jews  performed  certain  haptifms  or  wafhingj?, 
which  the  law  of  Mofes  had  never  required. 

The  Saviour  fays,  with  exprefs  reference 
to  thefe  wafhings,  that  the  Jews,  laying  ajide 
tke  commandments  of  God^  held  to  the  traditions 
of  men  ;  and  yet  you  and  Dr.  Gale  have  point- 
ed us  to  a  divii)e  inftitution,  in  order  to 
(how  how  that  fuperftitious  people  waOied 
themfelves,  their  hands,  their  brazen  veflels, 
tables,  Sec. 

Thefe  haptifms^  or  wafiiing?,  were  evidently 
Unauthorized.  The  paffages  which  you  and 
Dr.  Gale  have  quoted  are  therefore  totally 
inapplicable.  We  will  not,  however,  pafs 
them  ovt^r  entirely  Dnnoiiced. 

Your    Hrd  quotation   is  taken  from  Nurn. 
xix.  19.   *'  And  the  clean  pcrfon  iliall^?'m^/d 
M 
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"  upon  the  unclean  on  the  third  day,  and  on 
"  ihe  feventh  day;  and  on  the  feventh  day 
"  he  (hall  purify  himfelf,  and  wafh  his  clothes, 
"  and  fhall  bathe  himfelf  in  water,  and  fhall 
*'  be  clean  at  even."  This  purification  was 
appointed  for  thofe  perfons  who  had  been 
polluted  by  touching  a  dead  body,  or  fome 
unclean  thing. 

The  very  text  that  you  have  citedvcnjoins 
fprinkling  as  well  as  bathing  ;  and  if  you  had 
looked  into  the  verfes  immediately  preceding 
and  fucceeding  it,  you  would  have  found 
fprinklwg  repeatedly  and  exprefsly  required, 
as  being  abfolutely  effential  to  their  purifica- 
tion. The  words  of  Mofes  are  as  follow — 
"and  a  clean  perfon  fhal!  take  hv  (Top  and  dip 
"  it  in  the  water,  and  {hdW  Jpr inkle  it  upon  the 
"  tcnt^  and  upon  all  the  vejfds^  and  upon  all 
"  the  perfons  that  are  there.  But  the  man 
"  who  fball  be  unclean,  and  (hall  not  purify 
«  himfelf,  that  foul  fhall  be  cut  ofF  from 
"  among  the  congregation,  becaufe  he  hath 
''  defiled  the  fan^uary  of  the  Lord ;  the 
"  water  of  ftparaticn  hath  not  been  fprinkki 
"  upon  him,  he  is  unclean,'* 

According  to  the  aforefaid  reprefentation, 
we  find  two  modes  of  purifying  exprefsly 
enjoined,  viz.  bathing  and  fprinkling.  We 
alfofind  two  diftin6l  perfons  exprefsly  men- 
tioned. One  of  thefe  perfons  was  to  be  the 
fubje6l  of  purification,  by  fprinkling,  and  the 
other,  by  bathing;  but  it  does  not  appear, 
that  the  fame  perfon  was  to  be  both  fprink- 
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Fed  and  bathed.  Tke  unclean  per  Jon  was  to  he 
deanfed  by  fpr inkling*  or  if  he  continued  un- 
clean^ to  be  denounced  and  cut  oj-^  for  neglcB- 
ing  to  have  had  the  water  of  fcparation  Jprinkled 
iiponhim.  He  is  not  blamed  and  condemned 
for  negleding  any  other  rite,  for  no  other 
rile  was  prefcribed.  But  the  clean  perfon^ 
who  performed  this  fervice  o^  fprinkiing  the 
unclean^  is  fuppofed  to  have  contra61ed  Tome 
degree  of  ceremonial  pollution.  He  fhall 
therefore,  "  on  the  feventh  day  p^^^ify  him- 
ftlf  and  Jhall  tca/Ji  his  clothes,  and  bathe  himfclf 
in  water  *^  and  Jhall  be  clean  at  even.''  Thus,  that 
perfon,  who  (hould  fprinkle  the  unclean,  was 
required,  on  the  feventh  dtiv,  to  purify  ani 
bathe  hrrnftlf.  TWu  opinion  is  fully  conhnned 
in  the  21ft  verfe,  where  a  part  of  the  fame 
law  is  recapitulated,  in  order  to  fhow  that  it 
was  of  a  permanent  nature.  "  And  it  (hall 
^'  be  a  perpetual  ftatute  unto  them,  that  be 
*<  v^ho  fprinkleth  the  water  of  feparation  fhall 
**  wafb  his  clothes,  and  he  that  toucheth  the 
"  water  of  feparation  fhall  be  unclean  until 
*'  even."  I  have  made  thefe  remarks,  in  order 
to  correal  a  miftake  of  Dr.  Gill,  who  feems 
to  imagine  that  nothing  could  have  been 
done  efFcQually,  even  under  the  law  of 
Mofes,  without  bathings  which  he  fometimes 
very  improperly  calls  dipping. 

The  other  paffage,  cited  by  Dr.  Gale  and 
yourfelf,  relates  particularly  and  exclufively 
10  thofe  cafes,  in  which  veffels  of  a  certain 
defcription  fhould  happen  to  be  dejikd  by  the 
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carcafe  of  a  moiife^  or  of  Jomt  unclean  anmal\ 
As  in  Levit.  xi — -32.  "And  upon  whatfo- 
"  ever  any  of  them,  when  they  are  dead, 
'^  doth  fall,  it  fhall  be  unclean  ;  whether  it 
'•  be  any  vefTel  o^wood^  or  raiment^  or  Jkin^  or 
^*  fdck^  whatfoever  vefTel  it  be,  wherein  any 
*•  work  is  done,  it  fhall  be  put  into  water, 
'•  and  be  unclean  until  the  even."  The  veffels 
here  fpecified,  were  nnade  o{  wood^  or  raiment^, 
or  Jkin,  or  Jack  ;  and  although  it  be  further 
added,  "  whatfoever  vefTel  it  be,  wherein 
any  v^^ork  is  done,"  we  mud  flill  confiderit, 
as  formed  of  the  aforefaid  or  ofjimilar  mate- 
rials ;  for  all  earthen  vefTelj,  we  are  informed 
in  the  very  next  verfe,  were  to  be  broken; 
bat  if  made  of  different  materials,  they  were 
to  pafs  through  the  fire,  as  appears  from: 
Numb  XXXI — 2  1,  22,  23,  viz.  "  This  is  the 
*'  ordinance  of  the  law,  which  the  Lord  com- 
'•  manded  Mofes.  Only  the  ^old,  the  Jilver, 
''  the  trafs^  the  iron,  the  tin,  and  the  lead  ;■ 
"  every  thing  that  may  abide  the  Jire  ye  flull 
'•  make  go  through  the  fire,  and  it  fhall  h- 
'' clean;  ne verthele fs  it  fhall  be  purified  by 
'•  the  wa'cr  of  fcparation.''  This  water  of  re- 
paration was  a' ways  applied  hy  fprinkling. 

Thus,  Sir,  you  feem  defiined  to  argue  a- 
gairifl  yourfelf ;  ^or  brazen  vejfih^  and  pot '^^  anl 
ciipSy  that  were  made  o^  iron,  or  of  any  hard 
miieriah  or  mettle^  that  would  endure  the  fire^ 
were  not  to  b:  ckanfcd  by  being  put  into  the  water  ; 
but  by  having  the  icaier  of feparation  fprinkled 
vpon  them.     This  '•  v;ater  was  to  b^  fprinkled 
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"  Upon  their  tcnts^  and  upon  all  the  perfcns 
*^  therein,  and  upon  all  the  vejfch  ;"  but  with 
refpeft  to  tahks  and  benches^  the  law  of  Mofes 
is  filent. 

Dr.  Lathrop^  in    his  Treatife  on  Raptifm, 
page  6,  firft  edition,  tells  us,  that  "  the  Jews, 
"  by  divine    appointment,    obfcrved    divers 
"  kinds  of  purifications,  the  greater  part  of 
"  which    were    fprinklings.       And  thefe  are 
*•  exprefsly  called  Baptiftns.     The  ApoRIe,  in 
"  the  9th  chapter  to  the  Hebrews,  loth  verfe, 
''  fpeaking  of  ihe  Jewi/h  ritual,  fays,   it  Jlood 
"  only  in  meats,  and  drinks,  and  diver fe  wa/Inngs, 
*'  (Greek,  diaphorois  haptijmois,    diverfe    hap- 
'•  tijms.)    By  thefe  diverfe  Bapfifms^  he  plain-  • 
"  ly  means  the  various  ceremonies  of  i'priDk- 
"  ling;    for  fo  he  explains    them   in   the  fol- 
''  lowing  verfes.     The  blood  of  bulls  and  of 
''goats,  and  M^   aJJus   of  an  heifer  fprinkiing 
"  the  imclean,  fanBifydh  to  the  purifying  of  the 
*•  fle/h.      Mnfes  took  the  blood  of  calves  and  goats 
^'  with  loater — and  fprinkled    the  book  and  all 
"  the  people.      He  Cpririkhdlikezvife  with  bloody 
''both   the  tahcrnacle   and  all  the   vcfftls- of  the 
"  minijl.ry;     And  ahnofl  all  things  are,  by  the 
•'  law,  purged  zvith  bkod,  i.  e.  with  the  [prink- 
"  ling  of  blood.      Now,  as  the  Apodle  ipeaks 
"  of  diverfe   bahtifms,   and  then  immediately 
''  illuftrates  them  by  diverfe ^^'■n2yJ/z/7^.^-,   and 
"  mentions  no  other  purifications  hui  fpnak- 
w  lings,  as  inltances  of  ihefe  diverfe  baptifms, 
'•  it  is  evident  that,  if  the  (acred  wriier   un- 
'^  derftood  Greek,  fprinkiing  is  baptilm." 
M  2 
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To  ihefe  and  fimilar  remarks,  you  reply. 
'•  It  is  not  a  little  furprizing,  that  a  man  of 
''  Mr.  Cleaveland's  good  fenfe  fhould  fay, 
'«  and  that  Dr.  Lathrop,  and  other  men  of  e- 
''  rudition,  fhould  follow  him,  in  faying, 
'^  thefe  different  fprinklings  in  the  13th  and 
*'  2ift  verfes  refer  to  Baptifmois^  when,  had 
"  they  looked  three  words  further,  they 
"  would  have  found  them  to  be,  kai  dikuioma- 
^'  Jifarkos^  the  literal  Englifh  of  which  is,  "  the 
'*  ordinances  of  God  concerning  the  cere- 
"  monial  rites  of  bloody  facrifices."  This 
you  call  "  literal  Englifh" — txoo  Greek  words 
tranflated  into  eleven  Englifh  words — which 
appear  to  me  more  like  an  expofition  of  the 
original  words,  than  like  a  literal  tranflation. 

What  you  call  '•  bloody  facrifices."  were 
ihofe  offered  viBims,  whofe  blood  or  afhes 
were  mingled  with  water,  and  then  fprinkled 
upon  the  hook  and  all  the  people — upon  the  taber- 
nacle and  all  the  vejjels  of  the  minijlry^  &c.  But 
you  tell  us,  '•  that  the  Apollle  makes  ufe  of 
*'  the  word  fprinkled^  when  fpeaking  of  the  ap- 
"  plicaiion  of  blood;  and  fpeaking  of  the  un- 
"  clean,  fay?^,  they  are  raniized,  and  adds,  al- 
"  mod  all  things  are  by  the  law  purged,  cafh- 
''  erized^  not  baptized  with  blood." 

If  there  be  any  weight  in  thefe  remarks,  it 
is  beyond  my  apprehenfton.  They  feem  to 
me  more  like  ranting  than  like  rcdfoning. 

Sprinkling  cxprelfcs  the  mode^  in  which 
ihofe  unclean  perfons  and  things  were  hap- 
liz  d ;   and  piiriJii.ati.on  the  ejfccl  of  their  hap- 
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iifm,    Almojl  all  things  under  the  law  were  purged' 
from  their  ceremonial   pollaiions,  by   being 
fprinkkd — baptized  with  blood. 

It  evidently  appears,  that  pariFiCations  by 
fprinkli ng  were'  intended  by  thofe  diverfe 
haptifms.  For  the  Apoftle  obferves,  with  par- 
ticular reference  to  thefe  bapiifnu^  and  as  an- 
explanation  of  what  he  meant  by  them,  "  if 
"  the  blood  of  bulls  and  of  goatSy  and  the 
"  afhes  of  an  hcikr  fp  rink  ling  the  unclean, 
''^  fanHifycth  to  the  picrifying  of  the  flefii,  how 
"  much  more  (hall  the  blood  of  Chrift,  Sec, 
"  purge  your  confciences,  Sec  ?"  which  plain- 
ly (hows  that  thefe  piirijicatiom  by  fpr inkling 
were  remarkable  inftances  of  thofe  very  Bap- 
tifms  or  wafhings  he  had  juft  mentioned. 

But  you  tell  us,  that  thefe  Baptifm^  were 
bathings. ;  and  I  will  venture  to  add,  Jprinh 
lings;  for  the  Apoftle  fpeaks  o^  diverfe  Bap- 
tifms,  and  has  plainly  told  us  in  what  the 
difference  or  diverfity  confided,  both  as  it 
refpeded  the  objeBs  of  Ba^wifmand  the  va- 
rious liquids  and  compofnions,  with  which 
ihey  were  fprinkled  or  baptized. 

Under  the  law  of  Mofes,  the  objeH^  of  pu- 
rification or  Bap'ifm  were  very  numerous 
and  diverfe^  or  different^  as  the  word  properly 
fignifies.  For  not  only  the  people,  but  al- 
mojl all  things  were  purged^  by  fprinkling. 

The  liquid,  or  compofitions,  ufed,  were  al- 
fo  very  different.  Sometimes  they  were 
fprinkled  with  blood;  fometiines  with  water, 
mixed  wiih  blood;  and  {omeiimes  with  water, 
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mixed  with  the  allies  of  a  facrlficecj  heifer. 
This  diverfity^  wiih  refpeft  to  the  objeQvS 
fprinkled^  and  with  refpeft  to  the  liquids  with 
which  they  "werf^  fpn'nkled,  plainly  fhows  thai 
thefe  differ e7it  fpr inklings  were  thofe  diver Jt 
Baptifms^  meni'iGncd  by  the  Apoftle. 

We  are  ready  to  admit,  that  there  were  two 
forts  of  ceremonial  wafhings  among  the 
Icwsybathing  and  fprinkling ;  but  if  the  Apof- 
tle, by  the  word  Baptifms^  had  reference  to 
one  mode,  rather  than  the  other,  it  was  ctr- 
i2i'in\y  that  o^  fpr inkling  ;  for  every  inftance 
of  legal  purification,  m.entioned  in  the  con- 
text, is  of  this  kind.  He  has  not  faid  a  fingle 
word,  concerning  dipping  or  bathing.  It 
would  therefore  be  perfetlly  abfurd  to  fup- 
pofe,  as  Dr.  Gill  pretends,  "that  by  thefe 
"  different  wafhings,  he  only  intended  diffe- 
''  rent  dippings,  or  the  dipping  of  different 
*«  things." 

Under  the  Mofaic  difpenfcUion.  the  Apof- 
tle tells  us,  the!*  were  diverfe  Baptifms.  Un- 
der the  gofpel  of  Chrift,  he  fays,  there  is  but 
one  Baptifvi.  Under  the  law  of  Mofes,  the 
ehjeEls  of  Baptifm  were  nnmerons  and  different 
— mankind,  and  a  multitude  of  other  things. 
Under  the  gofpel,  there  is  but  one  chjeH — the 
human  [pedes.  Under  the  law,  the  water  made 
ufe  of  was  mingbd  with  various  ingredients — 
with  blood  and  the  ajlies  of  an  heifer^  for  the 
purpofe  of  fp'-inkling  the  unclean.  Under  the 
gofpel,  the  w.aer  to  be  applied  in  Baptifm,  is 
unmixed  and   pure. — The    prophet    Ezekiel, 
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perfonatlng  the  Saviour,  bath  predi8ed  this 
very  circumftance. — Thtmvill  I fprinkk  clean 
water  upon  you^  and  ye  Pi  all  he  clean;  from  all 
your  fdthinefs^  and  from  all  your  idJ.^  will  I 
cUanfe  you. 

Thus  the  diverfuy  of  Baptifms  under  the 
law  ferves  to  explain  and  illuflrate  the  fim- 
plicity  and  ow^;zf/i  of  Baptifm,  under  the  Gof- 
pel.  Thofe  diverfe  Baptifms  were  fonrretiines 
repeated  ;  but  the  one  BapnTm  under  the 
gofpel  does  not  admit  of  repetition. 

1  know  that  fome  of  the  Baptids  pretend, 
that  the  one  Baptifm,  '^  means  one  mode  of 
'*  baptizing,  to  the  exclufion  of'  all  others; 
"  which  mode  is  that  of  dipping."  But  it 
appears  from  what  has  been  faid,  that  this 
vas  not  St.  Paul's  meaning. 

Baptifm,  and  the  mode  of  baptizing,  are  dif- 
tin6l  things.  The  Apoftle  does  not  fav  there 
is  but  on-  mode  of  baptizing— There  is  only- 
one  Baptifm  ;  but  there  are,  undoubtedly^ 
ftve^al  va^id  modes  of  adminiftering  this  or- 
dinance. 

Under  the  law  of  Mofes,  two  different 
modes  of  Baptifm,  or  of  facramental  purifi- 
cation, bathing  and  fprinkling,  were  particu- 
larly pointed  out,  and  exprefsly  enjoined. 

Under  the  gofpel  of  Chriil,  no  particular 
mode  is  exclufively  fpecified.  '-  Chrift  ro 
vhere  requires  dipping,  but  only  baptizing.'*" 

We  have  largely  proved,  that  the  origiiial 
word  has  various  fignifications.  It  cannot 
be  canfidered  as  rcftriBing  Chriftians  to  anjf- 
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one  particular  mode,  in  the  application  and^ 
ufe  of  water,  in  this  relioioiis  ordinance. 

This  one  Baptifnn,  of  wl-iich  we  have  been 
fpeakir.g,  is  the  o?i/)' appointed  token  of  regu- 
lar adiniffion  into  the  vifible  church  of  Chrift. 
Si.  Paul  therefore  mentions  it,  and  urges  it,, 
a:TJong  other  conGderatioris  of  a  (imilar  na- 
ture, as  a  good  reafon  why  chriftians  of  dif- 
ferent opinions  fhould  exercife  mutual  '^  for- 
'^  bcarance  and  love^  endeavouring  to  keep  the 
*'  unity  cf  th^  fpirit  in  the  bond  of  peace.''  After 
the  fame  manner,  he  alfo  reafons  in  his  firft 
Epiftle  to  the  Corinthians,  i2ih  chapter. 
"  Now,  there  are  diverfiiies  o^ gifts ^  but  the 
*■*  fame  fpirit — differences  o? admini/tration^,  but 
'•  the  fame  Lord — diverfities  of  operations^  but 
"  the  fame  God,  which  worketh  all  in  all  : 
^'  For  by  one  fpirit  are  we  all  baptized  into  one 
*'  body^  whether  we  be  Jews  or  Gentiles')  whether 
*'  we  be  bond  or  free^  and  have  been  all  made  to 
^  drink  into  one  fpirit.*' 

I  am,  Sir,  &c. 


LETTER     XHL 

SIR, 

JtT  appears  evidently  from  the  preceding 
letter,  ihdit  perfons  are  faid  in  ihe  original  to 
be  baptized^  when  only  ihcir  hands  were  wafh- 
ftd,  and  probably  by   having,  water  drawn  or. 
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rpoured  upon  them.  It  appears  alfo,  that  the 
waJJiings  of  houfehold  utenfils  and  furniiure^ 
fuch  as  brazen  vtffeh  and  tahUs^  are  ftylcd  in 
the  original,  baptifms,  Thefc  articles  were 
undoubtedly  waflied  by  having  water  poured 
into,  or  upon  them  ;  for  the  mode  of  dip- 
ping would  have  been  very  inconvenient 
and  improper,  Befides,  the  law  of  Mofes 
did  not  require  that  fuch  things  fhould  be 
put  into  the  water^  but  that  the  water  o{ fepa- 
ration  fliould  be  poured  or  fprinkkd  itpon . 
thevi.  It  further  appears,  that  the  diverfe^  or 
different  purifications  of  the  Jews  are  called 
haptifms  in  the  Greek  Teftanaent;  which 
haptifmsy  ^iCcot (\\x\g  \o  the  Apoftle's  own  ac- 
count, were  generally  performed  by  fp rink- 
ling.  Indeed,  this  is  the  only  mode  of  puri- 
fying, or  of  baptizing,  which  he  has  particu- 
larly mentioned.  We  therefore  infer,  that  a 
total  immerfion  is  not  eiTeniial  to  the  fignifi- 
cation  of  bapiifm  ;  but  that  a  perfon  or  thing 
may  be  baptized  by  pouring  or  fprinkling, 
as  well  as  by  dipping,  according  to  the  orig- 
inal meaning  of  the  word,  as  ufed  by  the  in- 
fpired  writers. 

In  order  to  evade  the  force  of  the  afore- 
faid  arguments,  ''•  you  and  the  Baptifts  affert, 
*'  that  thofe  purijications^  called  baptifms^  wer€ 
^'  bathings  and  not  fpi inklings."  This  how- 
ever is  mere  affertion — not  even  rendered 
plaufible,  by  any  kind  of  evidence. 

V/e  have  admitted  that  the  Jew  ifl^i  purifica- 
tions  or  baptifms   were    performed   in  two 
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different  modes,  namely,  by  afFufion  and 
bathing.  But  it  is  not  faid,  that  thefe  wafli- 
ings  or  bathings  were  performed  by  total 
immerfion.  The  Jews  were  not  required,  in 
any  part  of  their  religious  fervice,  to  dip  or 
immerfe  ihemfelves  wholly  under  water,  or 
to  be  thus  totally  immerfed  by  any  body 
tlfe. 

In  fome  inftances,  the  law  of  Mofes  re- 
quired that  individuals  fhoiild  be  wafhed  by 
other  perfons;  and  in  feme  cafes,  that  they 
fliould  bathe  themfelves ;  but  whether  thefe 
bathings  and  wafhings  were  total  or  partial, 
or  in  what  manner  they  were  performed,  no 
one  can  determine  with  abfolute  certainty. 
There  is  however  the  greatelt  probability 
that  thefe  bathings  were  not  always  total,  and 
that  they  were  performed  in  a  method,  as 
different  from  the  prefent  mode  of  dipping, 
as  from  that  of  fprink h'ng. 

Thofe  various  purifications,  by  bathing, 
rinfing,  and  fprinkling,  which  we  have  been 
confidering,  appear  to  have  been  principally 
intended  for  particular  cafes  of  occafional 
and  local  defilements. 

But  in  addition  to  thefe  purifications,  God 
ordered  Mcfes  to  make  a  lavtr  cf  bi afs^  and  to 
place  it  between  the  taberntide  and  the  altar^  and 
to  put  water  lliereiiu  for  the  purpoles  of  pub- 
lick  and  official  wafliings  •  as  we  find  record- 
ed in  Exod.  xxix.  4,  and  in  Levit.  viii. 
4 — 6.  And  thoujhalt  bring  Aaron  and  his  fens 
to  the  door  of  the  tabernacle^  and  -waJJi  than  luilh 
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water.  And  Mofes  gathered  all  the  congregation 
together^  at  the  door  of  the  tabernacle  ;  and  brought 
Aaron  and  his  fons^  and  wa/hed  them  with  water. 
He  did  not  dip  them  into  water,  but  wafhed 
them  with  water. 

The  iaver  was  tiot  a  concealed  bath,  but 
placed  in  the  moft  confpicuous  fituation;  and 
this  wafhing  was  performed  on  the  mod  pub- 
lick  occafion.     We  have  no  reafon  to  think 
that  thefe  perfons  were  wafhed,  by  being  in- 
Itantaneoufly  dipped,  with  their  clothes  on  ; 
and  certainly   they  were   not  dipped  naked. 
We  have  no  reafon  to  think  that  Mofes  wafh- 
ed their  whole  bodies,    but  only  thofe  parts 
which,   according    to    the    Hebrew  cuftom, 
were  commonly  not  covered.      This   Iaver, 
which  God  commanded  Mofes  to  make,  and 
to  fill  wiih   water,   we  are  exprefsly  inform- 
ed,  was   placed  between  the  tabernacle  and  the 
■altar ^  for  Aaron    and  his  fons   to  wafJi    their 
hands  and  feet   thereat^  not  therein,  but  there- 
at^ or   therefrom,   as  the  original    word  fig- 
nifics.   Exod.   xxx — 19.       We  alfo  find  in 
the  40th  chapter  and  31ft  verfe  of  the  fame 
book,  that  Mofes^  and  Adron^  and  his  fons,  a6lu- 
ally  w-ajhed  their  hands   and  their  feet   thereat,. 
This  plainly  fhows,   that   the  Iaver   was  not 
ufed  as  a  ba[hing  or  dipping  place,  into  which 
their  whole  bodies  were  immerff^d,   but  as  a 
puhlick  receptacle  of  water,  at  which  they  wafh- 
ed their  hands,  Sec.     The  braz.^n  fca  and  la- 
vers   of  the  temple  were  cvidchiiy  intended 
for  fimilar  purpofes.     The  la  vers  feem  more 
N 
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particularly  appropriated  to  the  wafhing  of 
the  facrifices  ;  and  the  brazen  fea,  to  the 
vafhing  of  the  priefts.  As  in  2d  Chron.  iv 
—  6.  "Such  things  as  they  offered  for  the 
*'  burnt  offerings,  they  wafbed  in  the  lavers, 
<^  but  the  fea  v/as  for  the  priefts  to  wafb  in.'* 
In  the  aforecited  paffages  in  Exodus,  where 
the  law  of  Mofes,  refpeBing  this  matter,  is 
fully  and  particularly  recited,  it  appears  that 
the  pofirion  of  the  priefts,  when  they  wafti- 
ed  themfelves,  was  not  ?n,  but  at  the  laver. 
This  circunrjftance,  as  we  have  already  no- 
ticed, is  twice  expreffed  by  the  word  thereat. 
(According  to  the  Septuagint,  it  is  ex  auiou^ 
and  in  our  Latin  bibles  ex  eo,  which  words 
properly  fignify,  therefrom,)  It  is  alfo  evi- 
dent, that  this  waftiing  was  not  total,  but  par- 
tial ;  as  we  find  recorded  in  Exod.  xxx  — 
19.  20,  21,  "And  Aaron  and  his  fons  fliall 
*'  wafti  their  hajids  and  their  feet  thereat. 
*'  When  they  go  into  the  tabernacle  of  the 
'^  congregation,  they  fijall  wafti  with  water, 
*'  that  they  di^^  not:  and  when  they  come 
"  near  to  the  altar  to  nninifter,  to  burn  offer- 
"  ing  made  by  fire  unto  the  Lord  ;  fo  they 
*'  fiiall  vafi  ik'-'ir  hands  or  d  their  fet.,  that  ihey 
«'  die  not;  and  it  fhall  be  a  ftatute  forever 
*'  to  them,  even  to  him  and  his  feed,  through- 
''  out  all  generations." 

Thus  that  wafliing,  which,  in  the  very  in- 
f  itiition,  was  made  abfolutely  eff>_^ntial,  and 
which  was  to  continue  fo  long  as  the  Leviti- 
cal  Priefthood  ftiould  laft,  is  ^I'zcf  mentioned 
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as  being  performed  at  the  laver,  and  three 
times  mentioned,  as  being  reftricled  to  the 
hands  and  feet.  We  muft,  Sir,  believe  what 
Mofes  has  written,  notwithllanding  all  that 
Tir,  Gale  and  Dr.  Gill  have  faid  concerning 
the  prodigious  magnitude  of  the  molten  (ea, 
in  which  they  imagined  '•  the  priefts  were 
totalU  immerfed."  The  place  and  veffel, 
at  which  they  now  wafhed,  were  different  ; 
but  the  parts  wafhed,  and  the  manner  of 
wafhing  ihemj  were  undoubtedly  the  fame. 
More  water  was  needed  for  the  feivice  of 
the  temple,  than  for  the  fervice  of  the  taber- 
nacle. The  temple  was  accordingly  furnifh- 
ed  with  ten  lavers,  and  ^fta  made  of  brafs. 
Thefs  capacious  vefTcIs  ferved  as  reiervoirs, 
from  which  the  Imaller  veffels — the  pots^  the 
^oa/ijand  bafons,  were  probably  fupplied  wiib 
water,  for  various  wafhings  and  fprinklings. 
By  a  very  common  figure,  a  part  isoften  put 
for  the  whole.  A  perfon  is  faid  to  be  waffl- 
ed, when  the  wafliing  extended  only  to  the 
hands,  or  to  thofe  parts  of  the  body  which 
are  ufually  naked.  Accordingly,  the  Jew- 
ifh  piiefts  were  faid  to  be  wafhed,  when  the 
wafhing  extended  only    to   their   hands   and 


feet. 


We  are  not  particularly*informed,  by  the 
facred  penman,  in  what  manner  they  wafhed 
on  thefe  occafions ;  but  learned  commenta- 
tors and  hiltorians  inform  us,  that  the  brazen 
fea  and  lavers  were  provided  with  cocks,  in 
ocder  to  draw  out  water,  for  the  purpofe  of 
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wafhing  their  hands  and  feet,  and  other  occa^ 
fional  ufes. 

Thefe  remaFks  prepare  the  way  for  other 
obfervations  of  greater  importance,  in  the 
prefent  controverfy.  I  mean  that  folemn, 
inaugural  purification,  or  baptifm^  which  was 
adminiftered  to  Aaron  and  his  Tons,  by  Mo- 
fes  himfelf. 

The  wafhing,  we  have  already  confidered, 
was  frequently  repeated.  The  Levites  were 
not  allowed  to  approach  the  altar,  or  tread 
the  facred  floor  of  God's  tabernacle  and  tem- 
ple, and  handle  holy  things,  until  they  had 
firft  wafhed  their  hands  and  feet.  But  the 
wafhing,  which  was  adminiftered  at  the  time 
of  their  inauguration,  was  not  reftri6led  to 
their  hands  and  feet,  nor  was  it  to  be 
repeated. 

Mofes,  we  are  informed,  was  exprefsly  or- 
dered to  bri/ig  Aaron  and  his  Jons  to  the  door 
cj  the  tabernacle^  and  uajh  them  with  zcaier. 
Vv^e  are  particularly  told,  that  he  performed 
this  fcrvice  ;  that  he  aBually  ajjtmhkd  tht 
-whole  congregation^  and  in  a  folemn,  publick 
manner,  wajlied  them  with  water. 

But,  Sir,  this  wafliing,  or  baptifm,  was  un- 
doubtedly performed  by  fprinkling,.  We 
find  fprinkling  exfflicitly  enjoined  as  the  very 
mode^  in  which  the  water  of  purification 
fliould  be  applied,  at  the  time  of  (heir  confe- 
cration.  As  in  the  8th  chapter  of  Numbers, 
and  the  yth  verfe.  The  whole  chapter  has 
particular  reference   to   the   feparation,  the. 
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corvfccration,  and  purification,  cfihe  Levitcs, 
We  are  infornned  that  ihcy  were  not  allowed 
to  officiate,  until  txeniy  and  Jive  ytars  old  and 
upward ;  nor  were  they  permitted  to  under- 
take the  facerdoial  office,  until  purijied^  as 
the  law  required.  Mofes  is  repeatedly  and 
exprefs'y  commanded  to  cleanfe  and  purify 
them  ;  "  and  thus^'  fays  God,  ''  thou  Jh alt  do 
^'iinio  them  to  cleanfe  them  :  fpr inkle  uatcr  of 
^*  purifying  upon   them.'" 

In  addition  ta  this,  they  were  dire61ed  io 
"  (have  all  their  fie fh,  and  wafh  their  clothes, 
"  and  make  themfelves  clean  ;"  and,  as  we 
have  obferved,  whenever  ihey  were  about 
to  approach  ihe  altar,  or  enter  the  tabernacle, 
they  were  required  to  wafh  their  hands  and 
feet.  But  thai  wafhing,  or  bapiiim,  which 
Mofes  adminiflered,  and  which  was  the  fol- 
emn,  publick  rite,  that  iriaugurattd  and  fe- 
parated  them  to  ihe  fervice  ofthe  fanftuajy, 
was  performed  by  fpyinkling.  '"^  Thou  flialt 
**  cleanfe  them,  fays  God,  and  thus  fhalt  thou 
"  do  unto  them,  to  cleanfe  them  ;  fprinkk  ihe 
"  water  of  purifying  upon  them.''' 

Our  Saviour  was  undoubtedly  bap:ized  in 
conformity  to  this  precept  ;  and  the  argu- 
ment afllbrds  very  flrong,  prefumptive  evi- 
dence,  that  his  baptifm  w*^  adminiflered  by 
fprinkiing. 

John,  at  firfi,  appeared  to  hefitate.       "  It 

*^  becomes  us,''  laid  Chriff,  *'to  fulfil  all righte- 

"  oufntjs.''     He   had    particular  reference   to 

all  the  rites  of  the  Mofaic  difpenfation.     Ac- 

N2 
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cordingly,  when  elgkt  days  eld,  he  nas  circum- 
cifrd.  And  as  fjon  as  the  days  of  his  mother's 
purificaiio  )  were  accomplifhed,  according  to  the 
la  0  of  Mofcs,  being  ihe  firft  born,  ««  they 
<'  brought  him  to  the  temple  and  prefented 
"  him  to  the  Lord."  When  twelve  years  old^ 
he  came  wiih  his  parents  to  Jerufalem  to  ob- 
ferve  the  pafTover.  And  when  about  thirty 
yeais  old,  he  was  baptized.  Although  he 
defcended  from  the  tribe  of  Judah,  and  ex- 
peBed  to  be  a  prieft,  after  the  order  of  Mel- 
chizedek.  he  would  not  undertake  the  facer- 
dotal  office  until  inaugurated  by  baptifm,  as 
the  Levitical  law  required. 

As  the  Jewifh  purifications  are  denominat- 
ed haptfms,  by  the  Apoftle,  fo  that  baptfrn^ 
which  Chrift  inftituted,  is  properly  the  chrif 
tian  purf cation.  As  the  word  (Loiib)  is- 
comrnonly  made  ufe  of  in  the  old  Teftament 
by  the  feveniy  for  bathing  or  wafhing,  fo  it  is 
fuppofed  to  be  fometimes  ufed  in  the  New 
Teftament,  for  the  Chriftian  Baptifm;  and 
on  this  circu-nftance,  you  and  the  Baptift  ap- 
pear to  lay  much  ftrefs,  as  if  it  were  a  very 
powerful  argument  in  proof  of  the  necefTry 
of  total  immeshon. 

We  have  already  fhown  that  the  ceremo- 
nial wafi  ings  of  the  jews  were  various ;  and 
that  they  were  pei formed  by  fpririkling,  and 
bathing,  and  rubbing  with  the  hand. 

The  word  Lonb.,  is  generally  made  11  fc  of 
to  exprefs  that  kind  of  bathing,  or  wafhing, 
\k'hich  is   performed  by    frlQion  or  rubbing. 
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Kut  Loud  is  very  feldom  if"  ever  ufed  for  the 
Chriftian  Baptifm.  There  are  but  four  in- 
flances,  in  which  it  is  pretended  that  this 
word  is  thus  ufed  :  and  in  thefe,  it  is  conne6t- 
ed  withy  and  explained  by,  the  word  fprink^ 
ling. 

The  Apoflle,  in  his  Epiftle  to  the  Hebrews,' 
X.  2  2,  fays,  «'  Let  us  draw  near,  having  our 
"  hearh  fprinkled  from  an  evil  corjcience^  and 
'•  our  bodies  xjcajhed  with  pure  water."  Titus, 
fii.  5,  ''  He  hath  faved  us  by  the  wafJiivg  of 
"  regeneration  and  renewing  of  the  Ho!y 
'*  Ghoft,  which  he  hath  flicd^''  or  poured  ''  on 
«  us." — Eph.  V.  26,  '*  That  he  a.ight  fanftify 
*•  it,  having  cleanfed  it  (meaning  the  church) 
'•  with  the  wafhing  of  water  by  the  word." 
ift  Cor.  vi.  11,  ^'  But  ye  are  waJJi.d^  hut  ye 
'*  are  fanHiJicd. 

Now  the  "  Blood  ofChrift  which  cleanfeth 
*«  from  all  fin,"  is  ftyled  the  blood  of  fpr ink- 
ling. The  fandifyir.g  influences  of  God's 
fpirit  are  reprefented  as  '•  being  Jhed^  or 
^*  poured  out  like  rain  on  the  mown  grafs,  and 
«'  like  (bowers  that  wa-er  the  earth."  St. 
Paul  tells  us,  thsit  /prinking  Jan^ijicth  to  the 
purifying  of  the  flcjh. —  Be  hfrpiizcd  and  waJJi 
away  your  fins, — Be  baptized  for  the  rtmiffon  of 
fins.  This  external  water  baptifm  very  natu- 
rally reprefents  the  cleanfing  (Jicacy  of  Chrift's 
blood  and  fpirit ;  whofe  blood  is  faid  to  be 
fprinkled^  and  whofe  fpirit  is  faid  to  be  poured 
out  upon  us. 
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We  are  faid  to  be  "  na/hed from  our  fins- 
•*  in  the  blood  of  Chrifi;"  but  the  applica- 
tion of  his  blood  is  exprefTed  hy  fpr inkling, 
Chiiftians  are  ftyled  "  Ele61,  according  to 
^^  the  foreknowledge  of  God,  through  fandi- 
*'  fication  of  the  fpirit  unto  obedience,  and 
*'  the  fprinkling  of  the  blood  of  Chrifl." 
"  Ye  arc  come  to  Jefus,  the  mediator  of  the 
*^  new  covenant,  and  to  the  blood  o^  [prink- 
"  ling^  Szc. 

I  have  often  heard  the  Baptift  fay,  wiih  an 
air  of  triumph,  that  fprinkling  is  not  wafhing  ; 
and  wi'ih  equal  propriet} ,  we  might  add,  that 
dipping  is  not  wafhing;  for  who  ever  fup- 
pofed  any  thing  wafhed,  by  being  only  dipped 
into  water,  efpeciaily  if  that  thing  were,  at 
the  fame  time,  covered  with  fomething  elfe. 
The  ufual  mode  of  wafliing,  in  order  to 
cleanfe  any  perfon  or  thing  from  dirt  and 
filth,  I  will  ver'ture  to  fay,  is  as  different  from 
the  modern  method  o^  dipping,  as  from  that  of 
JprinkUng.  But,  Sir,  the  purification  under 
confidcraiion,  is  of  an  external  and  fpiritual 
nature,  and  does  not  depend  upon  the  quan- 
tity of  water,  or  manner  of  applying  it.  In- 
deed, the  whole  ocean  w^ould  be  inadequate. 
But  the  fprinkling  of  Chrift's  blood  is  fuffi- 
cient ;  and  the  fprinkling  of  water  is  a  fuffi- 
cient  and  very  fuitable  fymbol  to  reprefent  - 
his  fprinkled  ''  blood,  which  cleanfeih  from 
'•  all  fin." 

I  am^  Sir,  &c. 
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LETTER     XIV. 

SIR, 

A  FIND  the  Greek  word  haptizd^  h\n  rwice 
ufed  in  the  Septuagint.,  The  firft  inftance  is 
\n  the  fecond  book  of  Kings,  v.  14.  The 
paflage  has  reference  to  Naainan's  wafliing 
hinftfelf  in  Jordan;  which  wafliing  is  four 
limes  mentioned  in  this  chapter  ;  once  in 
the  command  of  the  Prophet  ;  once  in 
Naaman's  refufal;  once  in  the  advice  of  his. 
fervant ;  and  once  in  his  a6i:ual  compliance* 
In  the  three  firft  inftances,  it  is  expre (Ted  by 
louQ.  and  in  the  laft,  by  haptizo.  We  have 
already  obferved,  that  loud  has  reference  to 
that  kind  of  wafhing  which  is  commonly  per- 
formed by  rubbing,  with  a  defign  to  make 
clean  the  perfon  or  thing  thus  v^afhed.  The 
idea  or  notion  of  aQaai  cleanfing  is  there- 
fore radical,  and  feems  cfTential  to  the  figni- 
ficafion  of  the  word  lovb.  For  example, 
Mofes  was  dire8ed  to  Zi:afJi  the  Levites.  This 
wo.Jliing  is  afterward  expre  (fed  by  ckavfivg^ 
and  the  manner  in  "  which  he  fhould  cleonfe 
"  them  was  by  fpriyikUng  the  xvater  vf purifying 
"  upon  them"  Thus  David  prayed  in  the  51(1 
Pfalm,  "  -u^api  me  thoroughly  from  mine  in- 
*'  iquity,  and  ckanfem^.  from  mv  fin."  Which 
paffage  is  thus  explained,  in  the  fevenih 
verfe  :  "  Purge  me,  (or,  as  it  is  in  the  Greek, 
^fprinkle  me}   wiih   hyffop,   and    I    fliall   tte 

V. 
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^  clean  ;  zua/Ii  me,  and  I  fliall  be  whiter  than 
"  fnovv." 

Naamanwas  commanded  to  wafh  orcleanfe 
himfelf  in  or  at  Jordan;  and  the  manner  of 
cleanfing  is  particularly  defcribed  in  Levit. 
XIV — 7.  "  And  he  fliall  fprinkle  upon  him 
"  that  is  to  be  clean  fed  from  the  leprofy  fevcn 
'-  times^  and  fliall  pronounce  him  clcan^  <&:c.'* 
Naaman  was  undoubtedly  acquainted  wiih 
the  law  of  Mofes ;  andexpefted  to  be  clean- 
fed  conformably  to  the  mode  of  fprinkling 
therein  provided  ;  for,  we  are  told,  he  veri- 
ly ''  thought  the  prophet  would  come  out  to 
"  him — 2ind  ftrike  his  hand  over  the  place^  and 
"  recover  the  leper."  But  the  Syrian  cap- 
tain was  dKappoinied,  and  the  difappoint- 
ment  greatly  enraged  him.  Elifha  ordered 
him  to  go  and  uaJJi^  or  clean fe  himfd/^  injor^ 
dan;  and,  we  are  told,  that  he  firally  went,, 
and  aftually  baptizfdhi7nfdfjevtn  time s^  accord* 
ing  to  the  faying  of  the  man  of  God. 

The  law  required,  that  the  leper  fhould  be 
fprinkkd  feven  times  over  running  uater*  which- 
was  the  reafon  why  he  was  fert  to  the  river 
Jordan.  Naaman  aBually  baptized  himfelf 
feven  times.  Is  it  not  very  na.tural  to  fup- 
pofe,  that  he  took  water  in  his  hand,  and  ap- 
plied it  feven  times  to  his  own  body,  or  at 
lead  to  ihdii  part  which  was  leprous  ?  For  it 
feems  the.  leprofy  was  not  univerfal.  This 
is  the  only  inllance,  in  which  our  tranflators 
have  ufed  the  word  dipped.  In  the  older 
^nglifli  bibles,  the  place  is  rendered,  hcwafir- 
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ed,  himfelf  in  Jordan.  There  is,  however,  the 
greateft  probability,  that  Naaman  \idiS  Jp rink- 
led ;  For  it  is  faid,  in  the  Septuagint,  that  he 
*•  baptized  himfelf  feven  tirnes^  according  to  the 
^'faying  of  the  man  of  God  ;"  and  we  cannot 
believe  that  ihis  w^^  of  God  would  have  or- 
dered 2i  feven  fo'd  dippings  in  a  particular  cafe, 
where  the  law  cf  God  exprefsly  required  a 
feven  fold  fprinkling.  The  other  in  fiance  oc- 
cu  s  in  Iiaiah  xxi — 4,  and  has  reference  to 
a  fenfe  of  God's  ang.  r,  which  is  often  repre- 
fented  in  the  fcriptures,  as  being  ^awr^^  out 
upon  a  perfon  ;  but  as  the  word  hapt^zo  is 
here  ufed  figuratively,  1  do  not  confider  the 
paffage  of  much  importance  in  the  prefent 
difpute. 

We  have  obferved  that  the  priniitive  word 
haptb^  as  ufed  by  the  in  (pi  red  w  liters,  moft 
commonly  fignifies  to  dip ;  but  yet  there  is 
one  very  reniirkable  inftance  in  the  Old 
Teftament,  in  which  its  fignificadon  is  very 
different  from  that  of  dipping  or  imm  rfion 
—  I  have  reference  to  the  cafe  of  Nebuchad- 
nezzar ;  where  it  is  faid,  '-  that  he  was  net 
*'  with  the  dew  of  heaven''  I'his  infiance  is 
the  more  remarkable,  as  the  word  baptd  is 
twice  mentioned  wi.h  refpe6l  to  the  very 
fame  effcifl,  as  you  will  find  in  the  book  of 
Daniel,  4th  chap.  33d  verfe;  and  P^f.h  chap, 
21  ft  verfe. 

Dr.  Gile  and  Mr.  Booth  have  told  us  mar- 
velous flories,  about  the  wonderful  great 
dews,  that  fometimes  fall  in  thofe  hot  eaftern 
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^countries,  fo  that  poor  Nebuchadnezlfcar^ 
<'  was,  as  it  were,  overwhelmed."  But,  Sir^ 
I  can  fee  nothi.ig  in  all  this,  that  even  looks 
like  dipping.  The  fa6l  is,  that  Nebuchad- 
nezzar was  not  dipped  or  plunged  into  the 
dew  of  heaven,  but  the  dew  dijlilled  from 
heaven,  and  fell  upon  him  in  fmall  and  fre- 
quent drops.  He  was  fprinlled^  and  in  that 
way,  -ijuet — baptized  \s'n\\  its  dijlillation.  Hence 
we  infer,  that  as  haptizdis  derived  from  bapto 
its  themc^  it  fairly  admits  of  this  fame  fignifi- 
cation.  You  feem  to  allow  the  premifes, 
but  deny  the  confequence ;  and  tell  us, 
"  that  the  argument  is  of  ihe  fame  weight 
^«  with  the  following  ;  your  father  believes 
*' in  fprinkiing,  as  being  Baplifm  ;  you  are 
*'  his  offspring,  and  confequently  you  be- 
*'  lieve  the  fame  ;  M'hen  the  fad  is,  you  are 
<*  largely  convinced  it  is  no  fuch  thing." 
Sir,  I  an)  incapable  of  feeing  the  analogy 
between  ii^e  etymology  of  a  Greek  word, 
and  the  derivation  of  a  degenerate  Ton,  and 
(hall  therefore  make  no  reply.  But  you  will 
permit  me  to  obferve,  that  if  baptd.  che  primi- 
tive word,  fometimes  fignify  to  wet  by  fprink- 
iing^  as  it  certainly  does,  then  we  may  fairly 
and  jultly  conclude,  that  baptizo^  its  deriva- 
tive, will  alfo  very  naturally  and  commonly 
fignify  \o  JprirMe. 

I  am,  Sir,  &c. 
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LETTER     XV. 

SIR, 

A  HE  n.ext  argument,  which  I  fhall  men- 
tion, will  be  deduced  from  the  Baptifm  of 
the  Ifraelites,  when  paffing  under  the  cloud- 
and  through  the  Red  Sea.  The  circumftances 
and  mode  of  this  Baptifm  are  remarkably 
important,  and  merit  our  particular  confid- 
eration.  The  importance  appears  from  the 
very  manner  in  which  the  Apoflle  introduces 
and  relates  the  affair;  as  you  will  find  in  the 
firft  Epiftle  to  the  Corinthians,  x — i,  2. 
"  xVIoreover,  brethren,  /  zuould  not  that  yc 
'^  Jhould  be  ignorant^  how^  that  all  our  fathers 
''were  under  the  cloud;'' and  all  paffed 
"  through  the  Tea;  and  were  all  baptized unio 
"  Mofes,  in  the  cloud  and  in  the  fea." 

Chriflians  of  all  denominations  have  ad- 
mirted,  and  will  admit,  that  this  was  a  true 
and  proper  water  Baptifm,  although  extraor- 
dinary and  miraculous — all  will  alfo  admit, 
that  the  whole  congregation,  infants  as  well 
as  adults^  were  then  bapiized.  The  only  quef- 
tion  therefore,  at  prefent,  is  refpc8:jng  the 
mode  or  manner  In  which  the  water  was  ap- 
plied. Now,  it  is  plain,  that  the  Ifraelites 
wi^re  not  dipped  into  the  cloud.  -  Infpiration 
exprefsly  favs,  they  were  imder  the  cloud — fiot 
in  it. — They  were  not  dipped  inio  the  lea, 
nor  did  they  wade  into  i;s  waicis;  for  in- 
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fpiration  exprefsly    fays,     that  fihey    pillTed 
through  on  dry  land. 

Although  our  tranflators  have  made  ufe  of 
the  Englifh  word  in,  (in  the  cloud,  and  in  the 
fea)  yet  it  is  worthy  your  notice,  that  the 
dative  cafe  in  the  Greek  language,  is  com- 
monly and  properly  ufed  inftrumentally  after 
the  prep-'fition  fen; J  as  in  Matihew,  xii.  27. 
••  If  I  by  Beelzebub  [en  Beelzcbcul)  cad  out 
'•  devils,  ly  whom  (en  tini)  do  your  children 
•«  call  them  out  ?"  In  this  fhort  fcntence,  the 
di(2/rjf  cafe,  is  twice  rightly  ufed  as  the  itiftru- 
mcnt,  after  the  prepofiiion  (  n ;)  and  it  might, 
wiih  the  grcatt  ft  propriety,  have  been  thus 
trai  dated  in  ihe  paifcige  we  have  been  con- 
fide ring. 

The  cloud  commc^nly  preceded  the  If- 
ratlites,  in  order  todired  their  courfe.  But 
at  the  Red  Sea,  we  are  told  ihat  ••  it  went  from 
"  before  their  J  ace.  and Jlood  behind  them — between 
"  their  camp,  and  the  cawp  of  the  Egyptians.'* 
In  thus  goirg  ficra  the  front  to  the  rear  of 
their  encampment,  it  probably  pcflTed  over 
their  heads ;  for  St.  Paul  exprefsly  tells  us, 
that  they  all  were  under  the  cloud ;  and  were  all 
hdptizJ  hy  the  clcnid.  They  were  undoubted- 
ly fprinkk  d  and  wet  wiih  or  by  the  drops  of 
rain,  which  dcfcendcd  aiid  fell  upon  them 
from  the  cloud.  This  conftruQion  is  the 
nioft  natural  and  obvious  that  can  be  imagin- 
ed, and  therefore  preferable  to  any  other. 

To    this    Baptifm,    holy    Di.vid   fcems    to 
allude  in  the   68ih  Pfalm.     "  O  God,  wlvn 
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«''i4iou  wentefl  forth  before  thy  people — 
*^  when  thou  didft  march  through  the  wilder- 
*^  nefs,  Selah^the  earth  fh  )ok — the  heav- 
"  ens,  ^IC'^^  dropped  At  the  prefence  of  God. — 
'•  Thou,  O  Ck:)d.  didfl  f-nd  Apknt'ful  rain, 
"  whereby  thou  didft  confi^'m  thine  inhritance 
"  when  it  was  zuea^j.-'  While  they  marched 
through  the  Tea,  we  are  told  that  '•  the  waters 
*'  were  congealed  into  a  heap,  and  ll  od  as 
"  a  wall  unio  them,  on  the  right  hand  and  on 
*'  the  lefi."  Trie  waters  being  ihus  divided, 
the  pafTage  was  d-y.  It  is  exprefsiy  ^'-^'*'!,  iti 
fcHir  different  places,  •'  that  \\\^  ground — that 
'«■  the  land^  on  which  ihty  zoalked,  was  dry" 
But  drops  of  rain  undoubtedly  fell  upon  them 
from  the  cloud;  and  fprays  of  water  w^re 
daflied  or  blown  upon  them  from,  the  furface 
of.ihe  fea.  This  was  a  real  and  literal  haptifm, 
adminiflered  in  the  mode  o^ aff'i/im  or  fprink- 
ling:^  and  by  the  unerring  hand  of  God  him- 

fclf. 

You  hav-e  not  attempted  to  explain  this 
unpropitious  pafTdge.  Other  Baptift  writers 
have  tried  in  vain  to  pro'e  tliat  the  Ifraelites 
were  dipped.  Dr.  Gill,  who  was  not  eafily 
worfted,  could  neither  untie  nor  cut  the  knot. 
Having  done  his  utmoft,  all  he  pretended, 
was  a  feeming  immerfion.  They  had  the 
waters,  he  tells  us,  on  each  fide  of  them,  and 
the  cloud  over  them,  fo  that  they  were  a^  per- 
funs  wimcrfcd.  Speaking  of  their  defcentinto 
the  fea,  he  fays  "  \hty  feemed  as  though  they 
"were  buried  in  the  waters  of  it ;  and  their 
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"  ^{"cent  again  out  of  it  on  the  fiiore,  has  a 
'^  great  agreement  to  baptifm  by  immerfion." 
What  ftrange  language  !  "  They  mere  as  per- 
'•  Tons  immerfed."  "  They  feemed^  as  thoiigh 
'•  they  were  buried  in  the  waters."  '•  A  great 
'•  agreement  to  baptifm  by  immerfion."  Ac- 
cording to  the  Dotlor's  own  account,  there 
was  no  reality  in  the  cafe — nothing  but  mere 
appearance.  '•  They  feemed  as  though  they  were 
^''buried  in  the  waters. — Thev  feemed  as  though 
"  they  were  baptized."  For  you  and  the 
Rap'ifls  tell  us  there  can  ht  no  r^^/ baptifm, 
without  a  real  and  total  immerfion — that  it  is 
abfolutelv  neceffary  to  have  the  whole  body 
aclually  dipped,  and  wet.  and  wa/hed  thereby^  in 
water.  The  faQ  is,  Mofes  and  Paul,  have 
guarded  this  important  national  baptifm,  with 
fucli  uncommon  caution,  tlui:  we  cannot 
very  eafily  evade  or  mifreprefent  its  mean- 
ing, either  with  refpe6l  to  the  fubjeds.  or 
niode,  in  which  they  were  baptized.  The 
fubjeHs  of  baptifm  were  the  whole  nation, 
adults  and  infants ;  and  the  mode  was  certain- 
ly that  of  ajfj.fion  or  fpr inkling.  As  we  have 
obferved,  God  fent  them  a  plentiful  rain^ 
whereby  he  did  con  fir  in  his  inheritance  when 
it  was  weayy.  Thefe  words  of  the  Pfalmift 
are  remarkably  applicable.  The  Ifraelites 
being  feparated  from  all  other  nations,  for 
religious  purpofes,  are  frequently  called  the 
heritage  and  inheritance  of  Gud.  Having 
fled  in  hade  from  Egypt,  and  being  purfued 
by  their   enemies,   they  were    undoubtedly. 
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m\ic\\  fatigued.  Nothing  could  be  more  de- 
firable  than  a  rtUt{h\ng  Jhower  ;  efpecially 
when  we  confider  their  wearied  condition,  in 
a  hot^  dry  country,  where  n  very  feldovi  rained. 
By  this  rain^  the  Pfalmill  fays,  they  were  con- 
Ji>-m(d.  He  ufes  the  very  iame  term,  which 
i^  repeatedly  applied  by  others,  a:  d  even  by 
himfeir,  to  the  Abrahamic  promife  diX^d  cove- 
nant. '•  Be  ye  mindful  always  of  his  cove- 
'-  nant ;  the  word  which  he  commanded  to  a 
"  ihouf^md  generations;  even  the  covenant 
"  which  he  made  with  Abraham,  and  his  oalh 
"  unto  Ifaac;  and  hath  conji-mtd  the  fame 
"  unto  Jacob  for  a  lax*,  and  unto  Ifrael,  for 
"  dn  everiajlijig  covenant.'''  This  is  that  ccve- 
vant^  which,  the  Apoftle  tells  us,  "  wa^  rc^z- 
^"  firmed  of  God  in  Chrifl."  It  was  confiymcd 
by  the  token  of  circumcifion — confi>med  by 
the  oath  of  God.  and  confirmed  by  baptifml 
The  whole  nation  was  bap{ized.  No  lefs 
than  fix  hundred  ihoafand  .ff  tlive  men,  he- 
fides  ag;^]  mjr,,  woni-.n  and  children,  were 
baptized  in  a  miraculous  mannerj  by  God 
himfelf. 

It  is  wor.hy  our  particular  notice,  that 
haptifm:  the  ancient  confi-malion  of  the  Abra- 
hamic  covenant,  has  commoiil)  becrn  applied 
to  the  Gentile  profelytes,  even  ^ro\n  ihe  days 
ofMofestothe  prefent  titnc.  Tivofc  Gen- 
tiles who  embraced  the  Jewifh  rt'jaion, 
males  and  females,  togethcV  with  ih.ir  in- 
fant children,  we  have  abundant  reafon  to 
believe,  were  baptized,  even  before  our 
O  2 
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Saviour's  incarnaiion  ;  and  fince  that  period, 
the  fame  praftice  has  generally  obtained,  and 
is  (till  continued,  among  profefTing  chrif- 
tians. 

Thus  this  baptifin  of  the  Ifraelite?,  con- 
cerning which  the  Apoftle  is  not  willing  that 
wejhould  remain  ignoj'ant^  is  evidently  a  very 
rnnportant  and  inftruBive  event.  It  was 
typical  of  the  Chriftian  Baptifm;  and  points 
us,  not  only  to  adults^  but  alfo  to  infants,  as 
the  proper  fubjecls ;  and  to  Jprinkling,  as  a 
proper  mode  of  baptizing. 

Bur,  Sir,  upon  jvowr  principles,  this  impor- 
tant, national  baptifm,  appears  perfe6tly  in- 
explicable and  unintelligible.  You  cannot 
fay,  with  St.  Paul,  that  they  all  were  baptized^ 
for  this  would  imply  infant  baptifm.  You  can- 
not fay,  that  even  the  adults  wcded  into  the 
fea,  and  were  baptized,  according  to  the  Bap- 
till  mode  of  dipping.  The  Egyptians  were 
overwhelmed  /out  infpiration  exprefsly  fays, 
that  the  Ifradites  went  through  on  dry  dry 
land,  and  dry  fliod.  It  is  certain  they  were  not 
dipped.  You  cannot  fay  that  they  were  bap- 
tized with  ram  from  the  cloud,  and  with  [prays 
from  the  Tea;  for  this  would  be  affvficn  or 
fp> inkling.  Ail  that  \ou  can  poffibly  fay  is, 
that  It  ftinicd  like  baptifm.  This  manner  of 
expr.  ffionj  however,  docs  not  even  fern  to 
agree  with  v. hat  St.  Paul  has  faid.  He  does 
not  (peak  o^  sl  feming,  but  of  a  real  baptifm. 
He  explicitly  declares,  "  that  they  ell  were 
*•  under  ihc  cloav^  and  all  palTed  Uirough  the 
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^«  Tea ;  and  were  all  baptized  in,  or  rather  hy^ 
"  the  cloud,  and  by  the  Tea."  His  language 
is  of  the  moft  general  and  pofitive  nature. 

But  I  can  difcover  nothing,  according  to 
the  baptift  principles,  that  even  looks  like  a 
real  baptifm.  A  feeming  immerfion  or  burial^ 
without  being  wet  in  the  leaft  degree  thereby 
— without  having  fo  much  as  one  drop  of  water 
touch  them,  is  neither  conformable  to  the 
meaning  of  the  word  baptifm,  nor  to  any 
mode  of  baptizing.  Dr.  Hemenway  juftly 
obferves,  "  that  if  a  perfon  could  be  baptized, 
"  without  being  wH^  merely  by  having  water 
"  round  him,  then,  the  dry  hold  of  a  (hip 
«•  would  anfwer  the  purpofe,  as  well  as  Jor- 
«  dan." 

It  is  very  eafy  to  fee  where  the  difficulty, 
on  your  fide  of  the  queftion,  lies.  For,  if 
it  (hould  once  be  admitted,  that  the  Ifratl- 
ites  were  baptized,  by  being  aBually  wet 
with  water,  every  body  would  fuppofe  the 
mode  was  that  of  affufion  or  fpiinkling.  It 
is  therefore  deemed  neceifary,  by  fome,  to 
fupprefs  the  very  idea  of  welling — an  id^a^  or 
notion^  abfolutely  ejjcntial  to  every  voUd  mcde  of 
baptizing. 

We  are  often  told,  \.h^i  f pi  inkling  is  not 
bapiiim  ;  '•  that  a  few  drops  of  water ^  poured 
"  or  fprinklcd  on  a  perfon's  face,  is  a  mere 
'•  nullity  ;'*  that  a  total  wetting  and  waffling, 
by  dipping,  is  indifpenfably  requifne,  in  or- 
der  to  baptifm  ;  and  yet  thefe  very  people 
feem  to  believej  that  a  whole  nation  was  bap- 
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tizrd,   while   pafTing    through    the    fta.  feya 
fccnrng  imme^jio7i,   without   beir)g   v;et   at   a'l 
thereby  ;  without  haviiig  a  fingie  drop  of  its 
water  touch  them. 

You  will  perhaps  think,  that  I  have  dwelt 
too  long  upon  this  argument.  Bdt,  Sir,  re 
member,  St.  Paul  confidered  the  baptifm  of 
the  Ifraelites,  hy  the  chud  and  by  tJu  fca,^  as  an 
event  of  great  importance,  and  was  very 
anxious  to  have  it  rightly  underftood. 
1  am,  Sir^  Sec, 


LETTER     XVi 

SIR, 


L 


ET  us  now  attend  to  ihat  remarkable  ex- 
prefTion  of  our  Saviour,  Luke  xii — 50-  "  / 
'•  have  a  haptifriu  to  he  baptized  adth.  and  hozo 
•'•  am  IJ}raight>ned.  till  it  be  acccmpliflied  /"  As 
my  opinion,  relative  to  this  and  fiinilar  paf- 
fagc^'s,  accords  wihh  Dr.  Hemmen way's,  I  (haN 
expre[s  it,  in  his  langu  ige,  he  being  an  au- 
thority of  great  w.ight.  "  Chrifi,"  the  Dr. 
fays,  '•  here  colls  his  fufferings  a  baptiim. 
*•  But  it  feems  to  me,  that  commentators  have 
*'  mided  the  true  interpretation  of  thefe 
*«  words.  They  fuppofe  the  baptifm  here 
*'  fpokcn  of,  is  to  be  taken  in  a  metaphori- 
*'  cal,  and  not  in  a  literal  fenfe.  Hence,  fome 
*'  have  argued  in  favour  of  the  mode  of  dip- 
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ping,  as  moft  fitly  expreiTive  of  the  fufTer- 
ings  of  Chrift,  who  was  plunged  and  funk 
in  anguifh  and  diftrefs.  Others  argue  as 
well  and  as  fairly  in  favour  of  the  mode  of 
afiTufion,  as  expreflive  of  the  pourins  out 
the  curfe  of  God,  and  the  vials  of^  his 
wrath,  due  to  our  fins,,  upon  Chriil,  the 
atoning  facrifice.  Thus  people  explain 
the  fuppofed  metaphor,  according  to  their 
different  views.  But  rnethinks  the  plain, 
literal  fenfe  is  more  apt  and  natural,  than 
either  of  thefe  far-fetched  interpretauons. 
The  facred  body  of  the  bleffed  Jefus  was 
truly  and  literally  baptized.  He  was  wet 
and  bathed  in  his  own  tears,  and  fweat,  and 
blood,  while  in  his  agony  in  the  garden, 
when  fcourged,  and  when  nailed  to  the 
crofs.  He  was  baptized  and  Tanftified  by 
the  blood  of  the  covenant,  rleb.  x — 2^ — • 
that  is,  by  his  own  blood  ;  even  as  the 
Jewifii  high  pricfts  were  baptized,  fanBifi-. 
ed,  and  confecrated,  wiih  water  and  the 
blood  of  beafts,  as  types  of  Chrift.  And 
accordingly,  it  was  a  coaimon  exprcfTDU  of 
the  ancient  fathers,  concerning  the  martyrs 
who  had  fhed  their  blood  in  bcaiing  wit- 
nefs  to  the  chriftian  faith  ;  that  they  were 
baptized  with  their  own  blond.  Here  is 
then,  I  think,  an  other  good  proof,  that 
dipping  is  no  ways  effential  to  baptifm  :, 
For  Chrift  was  not  dipped,  and  his  martyrs 
were  not  dipped,  in  their  bloody  bapiifm; 
but  he  was  wet,  and  tinged,  and  bathed,  ia 
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''^  his^  own  fweaf  and  blood,  ifTuing  from  hi^ 
^'- pores  and  veins. 

Our  Saviour  told  the  two  Tons  of  Zebedee, 
^^  ih^\  they  JJiould  be  hapfized  with  the  haptifvi 
^^  that  he  was  baptized  with.''  Ii  is  worthy 
our  notice,  that  this  predi8ion  was  liberally 
fiilEI'ed.  Thefe  difciples  were  literally  bap- 
tized^ though  in  difF  rent  modes  ;  one  by  af- 
fufion,  and  the  other  by  immerfion.  James 
was  beheaded,  and  in  thaf  way  baptized  with 
the  afFufion  of  his  own  blood.  John  was 
carried  to  Rome*,  and  th<  re  plunged  into 
boiling  oil,  but  miracuoufly  prefervcd  from 
injury^  and  afterward  banifhed  to  the  ifle-  of 
Pdimos. 

Ahhounh  ihe  fufFerinss  of  Chri<ft  were  all 
ahtecedent,  and  preparatory  to  his  death,  yet 
his  facred  body,  that  facrifice  of  himfelf, 
which  he  offered  up  to  God,  was  alfo  literal- 
ly baptized  with  the  blood  and  water  that  iflued 
from  his  pierced  fide.  Si;  John  informs  us, 
that  he  was  prefent  and  a  IpeBator  of  the 
fcene.  He  repeatedly  mentions  it  as  an  e- 
vent  of  great  importance.  He  teMs  us,  that- 
^^  he  Jaw  one  oj  the  Joldier-  pierce  hi^fide  with  a 
^^  Jpear^  and  forthwith  came  thereout  blood  and 
"  water"  In  his  fidl  Epiftle,  5th  chapter, 
6th  and  8;h  verfes,  he  feveral  times  alludes 
to  this  very  event,  and  obferves,  "  this  is  he 
^^  that  came  by  water  and  blood,  even  Jejus  Chrijl^ 
"  not  by  water  only,  but  by  water  and  blood.'' 
He  adds  further,  '*  there  we  three,  who  bear. 
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■^^  xvitnefi  in  earthy  the  fpirit^  and  the  rvater^  and 
'^  the  blood  ;   and  theft  three  agree  in  one,'' 

At  the  time  of  our  Saviour's  bapiifmal  in- 
auguration,  he  was  haptized  by  the  Holy 
Ghoft.  '"The  Spirit  dtfccndcd  vifibly  in  the 
'^  form  of  a  dove  and  lighted  upon  hi?n^  and  tef 
''  tificd  with  an  audible  voice^  this  is  my  beloved 
*'  Son,  &c."  And  when  he  had  finifhed  his 
zuork^  and  was  aftualiy  dead^  both  the  blood 
and  the  water^  with  which  his  body  was  bap- 
tizcd^  exhibiied  their  tejiimony^  in  proof  of 
the  fame  truth. 

The  Apoftie  exprefsly  tells  u^  that  a  will 
or  te/lament  cannot  efFetluaily  exift,  or  have 
diuy  flrength,  while  the  teflator  is  alive  ;  but  the 
very  moinent  his  death  takes  place,  it  is  ia 
full  force. 

Every  ihing  which  happened  relative  to 
our  blefTed  Saviour,  previoufly  to  his  death, 
were  events  under  the  old  tcftament  or  cov- 
enant. The  blood  and  ivater^  which  iflued 
from  his  fide,  were  events  after  his  death, 
and  therefore  under  ihe  new  teftament  or 
covenant. 

The  piercing  of  our  Saviour's  fide  was  an 
event  of  importance,  it  being  the  fulfilment 
of  a  rertiarkable  prophecy.  The  iffuing  of 
blood  and  water ^  thus  feparated,  were  impor- 
tant events,  becaufe  they  afforded  the  mod 
publick  and  certain  evidence  that  he  was  ac- 
tually  dead.  Thty  were  alfo  very  important, 
becaufe  his  deaths  and  his  baptfm  with  bloody 
and  with  water^  were  the  antitypes^  accomplijli- 
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ment  and  end,  of  all  thofe  bloody  facrifices, 
and  of  all  thofe  purifications  or  baptijms^ 
which  had  been  fo  often,  and  for  fo  long  a 
time,  performed  by  the  fprinkling  of  mixed 
blood  and  -ccater^  under  the  Mofaic  difpenfa- 
tion.  Thus,  the  fpirit,  the  water^  and  the 
blood,  agree  in  07ie  point,  Thefe  three  wit- 
nefies  unite  their  teftimony,  in  vindicating 
the  Mcffidhfnip  of  Jefus  Chrift. 

The  9th  and  10th  chapters  to  the  Hebrews 
merir  our  particular  attention.  "  The  high 
"  prieft,  under  the  law,  did  not  enter  the  holy 
"  place  of  the  temple,  without  the  blood  of 
''  facriiices,  which  he  offered  for  himfelf,  and 
''^  for  the  errors  of  the  people,  once  every 
"  year  (on  the  great  day  of  expiation.)  But 
"  Chrift,  not  by  the  blood  of  goats  andcalves, 
"  but  by  his  oxjon  blood,  hath  entered,  once/or 
"  all,  into  the  holy  place  not  made  with 
''  hands ;  and  hath  procured  redemption  for 
"  us.  For  this  caufe,  he  is  the  mediator  of 
"  the  Akzo  Tcjlaymnt.  For  where  a  teftament 
"  is,  there  nuift  of  necefTity  be  the  death  of 
^'  the  tefMtor.  For  a  teflament  is  o^ force  after 
"  men  are  dca'l,  but  has  no  flrength  at  all, 
"  while  the  teftator  liyclk.  Whereupon  the 
''  firft  teflament  was  not  dedicated  without 
'•  blood.  I'or  wh-en  Mo^es  had  fpoken  every 
"  precept  to  all  the  peop'e,  according  to  ihe 
«'  law,  he  took  the  blood  of  goats  and  calves, 
"  with  water,  and  fcarlet  wool,  and  hyflTop, 
'-'  and  fprinkkd  both  the  book  and  all  the 
"people;    laying,   this   is  the    blood  of  the 
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«  tejlainent  which   God  hath  enjoined   unto 
«  you.     Moreover  like  wife,  he  fprinkkd  with 
"  blood  both  the  tabernacle  and  all  the  vefTels 
^'  of  the  miniftry  3  and  almoft  all  things  are, 
"  by  the  law,  purged  with   blood,   &c.     It 
''  was  therefore  neceflary,  that  the  patterns  of 
^«  things  in   the   heavens,  fhould  be  purified 
*'  with   thefe ;    but  the    heavenly  things  them- 
^'  felves,  with  better  facrijices  than  thefe^''  Sic,  Sec, 
Thofe   various  purifications  of  the  Jews, 
and  efpecially   that  eminently  great  and  ex- 
piatory purification,  which  was  adminiftered 
by  the  hand  of  Mofes  himfelf,  and  afterward 
by  the  hand  of  the  high  prieft,  once  every 
year,  was  performed  by  iht  fprinkUng  o^  blood 
and  water.     Thefe  purifications,  which  were 
effjfted  by  the  fpr inkling  of  blcod  and  water^ 
the  Apoftle   exprefsly   calls   baptijms^    as   we 
have  largely  fliown.     ButChrift,  whofe  death 
was   reprefented   and  prefigured   by   all  the 
Jfvijh  offerings^  and  whofe  bloody  haptifm  was 
typified  by  all  their  baptifms  or  fpnnklings  of 
blood  and  zuater^  was  hirafdf  purified  "  \vi:h 
"  better  facrifices  than  thefe''     He   was/prink- 
Icd^  was  baptized  with  the  blood  and  water  that 
ifTued  from  the  pores  of  his  own  body — from 
his  naiUd  hands  -dud  fcet^  and  from  his  pierced 
fide.     This   was    emphatically   ''•  the  blood  of 
'-  the  new  tejlament  and  covenant^  whereby  he  was 
''  fanHificd^''  and  confecrated   an   accepiable 
facnftce  to  God. 

We  have  no  difpofition  to  iiualidate  the 
mode  of  baptizing  by  immerfion.     The  va- 
P 


170  AN    APOLOGY    TOR 

lidity  of  one  particula^jnode  doe5s  not  nuU 
lify,   or  prove  the  invalidity  of  anothei,  as 
the  baptifts  imagine.     Nor  is  the   metaphor- 
ical  interpretation   of  Chrift's  bloody   bap- 
tifm  inconfiflent  with   its  literal  and  natural 
meaning.     In  the  figurative  langu        of  the 
old  teftament,  waters,  and  floods,  ar.     waves, 
and  billows,  whether  they  come  over  a  perfon, 
or  whether  he  Jinks  into  them,  are  fometimes 
made  ufe  of  to  exprefs  great  affllBions  and 
fufFerings.     Accordingly,  David  fays,  PTalm 
Ixix — 1,  2,  "  The  waters  are  come  into  my  foul ; 
"  I  fink   in   dtep  viire  ;    I  am  come   into  deep 
"  vcaters''     And  in  the  42d  Pfalm,  "  a,,  thy 
*«  waves  and.  billows  are  gone  over  me,  Sec  "     By 
thefe  exprefiions,  the   Pfalmift  had  undoubt- 
edly a  primary  reference  to  himfelf.     But  if 
it  fhould  be  fuppofed,  as  fome    baptifl;    wri- 
ters   tell   us,    "  that    fuch    pafTages  are   alfo 
'*  prophetical,  and  have    refpe6l   to   the  laft 
*'  baptifmal  fufFerings  ofChrifl:,  and  therefore 
''  favour  the  mode  of  baptizing   by  immer- 
"  fion  ;"  ftill  there  is  nothing  in  this  fuppofi- 
tion,  which  difproves,  or  even  appears  unfa- 
vourable to  the  mode  of  aflPufion  or  fprink- 
ling;  efpecially  when  we  confider  that  great 
fufferings  are  frequently    reprefented   in  the 
fcriptures  hy  pouring,  as  well  as  by  plunging. 
It  is  faid,  in  the  22d  Pfalm,  14th  verfe,  with 
particular  reference  to  the  fufFerings  oTChriff, 
*•  1  am  poured  bid  like  water,'"     And  in  Daniel 
ix — 1 1,27.  "  The  curfe  is  poured  out  upon  us,'' 
and  that  "  the  confummation  is  poured  upon  tht 
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"  de'')late.  '  .The  ver^  fame  word  is  here  ufed 
which  the  Apoflle  applies  to  the  crucifixion 
oF  Chrift.  "  He  was  made  a  ciirfe  for  us,  as 
«•  it  is  written,  curfed  is  every  one  that  hang- 
;t  eih  o^  1  tree." — "The  anger  and  fury  of 
"  Almr, /'y  God,  and  vials  of  his  wrath,  are 
'•  repre^'-'^tited  as  being  poured  out  upon  na- 
'•  tions  and  individuals. " 

Thefe  metaphors  are  in  fome  refpetls  ap- 
plicable to  the  fuffcrings  and  baptifm  of 
Chrift;  but  the  literal  {cf\{c  appears  tome 
much  the  mod  narural,  fignificant,  and  im- 
pojfant.  Chrift,  by  being  lUcrauy  baptized 
wiih  :l:e  blood  and  zvatcr  that  iffucd  from  his 
own  b>ay,  hath  literally  fulfilled,  and  puL  an 
end  to,  ail  the  bloody  rites,  facnfices,  and 
baptifms  of  the  old  teftament. 

Under  the  nesv  teftament,  the  baptifmal 
water  is  not  to.  be  mingled  vnih  blood  or  the 
aJJis  of  a  facrificed  heifer.  All  compofiiions 
and  mixtures  are  to  be  laid  afide.  *'  I  will 
jprinkle^'  fays  Chrift,  "  dean  nater  upon  you, 
"  and  you  (hall  be  ckan^' — '•  So  jOiall  he 
'•  fprinkle  many  nations.'* 

I  am.  Sir,  (S:c. 
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LETTER     XVIL 


SIR, 


W 


E  find  in  the  facred  fcripiures,  that  the 
application  and  ufe  of  water,  in  a  facrannental 
fenfe,  and  the  communication  oF  divine  in- 
fluences, are  both  denominated  Bapiifms. 
Let  us  then  attend  to  this  fpirituai  Baptifm 
of  the  Holy  Ghoft,  and  fee  if  it  will  not  re- 
fle6t  fome  ufefui  light  upon  that  literal  Bap- 
tifm, which  is  adminiftered  by  the  application 
of  water. 

I  perceive  that  you,  like  the  other  Baptift 
writers,  have  turned  your  atlention  wholly 
to  the  ever  memorable  day  of  Pentecoft  ; 
and  Teem  to  imagine  that  the  aflPafions  of 
God's  fpirit,  on  that  particular  occafion.  were 
fo  pleniiful,  as  to  favour  the  mode  of  dip- 
ping. 

You  obferve,  Serm.  4,  page  62  ;  "  Here 
"  was  truly  a  wonderful  inlfance  of  Chrifl's 
*'  baptizing  with  the  Holy  Ghoft." 

"  Here  1.  All  the  houfe  was  filled  wiih 
"  the  found,  wind  or  fpirit  from  heaven. 
'«•  2.  Cloven  tongues  like  as  of  fire,  and  it  fat 
^'  upon  each  of  them.  3.  They  were  all 
''  filled  with  the  Holy  Ghoft." 

^'  We  here  fee  that  they  were  all  over- 
«5  whelmed;  for  all  the  houfe  where  they 
«t  w:ere  fitting,  was  filled  ;  and  not  only  were 
«^  they  all  overwhelmed,  but  they  were  alfo 
^i  filled." 
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"  It  is  left  for  you  to  deLermine,  what  be- 
*^  comes  of  Mr.  Cleaveland's  argument,  upon 
"  which  he  lays  fo  much  ftrefs,  and  of  which 
"  he  fpeaks  with  fo  much  confidence,  and 
"  not  unfrequently  with  an  air  of  triumph, 
'«  Sccr 

Thus,  Sir,  you  appear  to  boafl  a  little  on 
the  occafion,  as  if  your  obfervaiions  relative 
to  this  fpiritual  B  ipiifm,  were  unanfwerable 
and  conclufive.     But  let  us  examine  them. 

In  the  firft  place  you  tell  us,  "  that  all  the 
"  houfe  was  filled  wiih  the  found,  wind  or 
«•  fpirit,  from  heaven."  Sound,  wind,  fpiril — 
Thefe  three  words,  or  at  lead  two  of  them, 
are  mentioned  by  you  as  if  they  were  perfeQ- 
ly  fynonimous;  which  is  very  different  from 
the  [en^e  in  which  St.  Luke  ufed  them.  He 
does  not  fay  that  the  houfe  was  filled  zuiik 
wind,  nor  even  intimate  that  there  was  any 
wind  at  all  in  it. —  He  does  not  fay  that  the 
houfe  was  filled  with  the  fpirit.  He  only 
meant  to  inform  u.^  that  it  was  filltd  with  an 
unufual,  2i^om{h\ng  Jound,  reftrnhling  the  noifc 
of  a  mighty  rvJJnng  wind.  So  that  your  over- 
ivhilming  was  an  immerfioii  into  a  vd^ic  found. 
It  is  however  true,  that  the  whole  houfe  was 
a8ually 'filled  wiih  the  Spirit  of  God  ;  and 
you  might  wiih  the  fame  propriety  have  told 
us,  that  his  Omniprefent  Spirit  pervaded  the 
immenfity  of  fpace  ;  that  his  efl'ential  ore- 
fence  equally  filled  all  houfes — a'.l  perfons  — 
and  all  things;  an  i  thut  being  thus  filled  and 
P  2 
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furrounded  with  Deity,  we  all  are  conftantly 
and  totally  overwhelmed  and  immerfed. 

But  the  facred  hiftorian  was  not  fpeaking 
concerning  the  eiTential  prefence  of  God.  He 
Was  only  relating  thofe  miraculous  operations 
and  efFefts  of  the  Spirit,  which  were  then  pe- 
culiar to  that  particular  time  and  place. 
The  found  was  audible  in  every  part  of  the 
houfe.  They  all  heard  it  with  their  ears. 
The  appearance  was  vijihle.  They  faw  it  with 
their  eyes.  This  appearance  affumed  a  vi- 
fible^brw,  refembling  that  o^  cloven  tongues  of 
fire.  The  exaB  fize  of  thefe  tongues  is  not 
mentioned,  but  the  appearance  was  fo  fmall, 
that  it  fat  diflinQly  upon  each  one  of  the 
Apoftles.  They  are  faid  to  ht  filled  with  the 
Holy  Ghofi,  They  were  influenced  in  an  tK- 
iraordinary  manner,  and  enabled  to  fpeak  ir> 
various  languages,  as  the  Spirit  gave  them  utter- 
ance. The  Apoftles  were  not  dipped.  The 
Ploly  Spirit  affumed  a  vifible, fhape  -,  and  that 
vifible  fliape,  like  a  fiery  flame,  came  down 
from  heaven,  and  fat  vifibly  upon  each  in- 
dividual,  undoubtedly  upon  his  head. 

I  perceive  that  you  have  adopted  a  lan- 
guage, fimilar  to  that  of  Dr.  Giil  and  Mr. 
Booh.  Whenever  perfons  are  baptized  by 
*an  affufion  of  dew ^  or  rain^  or  of  the  Holy  Spi- 
rit^ i  is  of  courfe  thought  to  be  fo  abundant, 
as  to  'Mook  coiifiderably  like  immeifion." 
Bur,  Sir,  after  all  that  has  been  faid,  there  is 
an  impoitant  difference,  between  a  "  feem- 
iiig  immeifiou, '  and  a  real  affufion. 
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There  is  another  thing  which  I  have  fre- 
quently noted.  Formerly,  the  baptift*,  with 
whom  I  have  been  acquainted,  commonly 
ufed  the  word  dipping ;  after  a  while,  they  in' 
irodmced  plunging  ;  the n ^  immerjion  ;  and  lat- 
terly, overwhelming^  which  is  evidently  a  word 
of  very  indefinite  meaning,  and  as  different 
in  its  fignification  from  dippings  as  it  is  from 
pouring. 

You  could  not  fay  that  the  Apoftles  were 
dipped  into  the  Holy  Ghoft.  This  language 
would  have  been  intolerably  uncouth.  You 
therefore  tell  us,  that  they  were  overwhelmed, 
I  fuppofe  you  mean  by  a  plentiful  affujion. 
Let  us  examine  this  matter  a  little  further, 
and  fee  how  the  facred  fcriptures  explain  it. 

Baptifm,  by  water,  is  an  emblem  of  bap- 
tifm  by  the  Holy  Spirit.  The  infpired  wri- 
ters have  therefore  repeatedly  affociated  ihefe 
baptifms,  even  in  the  fame  fentence,  as  if 
they  were  nearly  related.  John,  the  Bapti- 
zer,  exprefsly  declares,  as  in  Matt,  iii — 11, 
Mark  i.  8.  Lukeiii.  16.  John  i.  33.  "I,  indeed, 
"  baptize  you  with  water,  but  he  fhail  baptize 
«  you  with  the  Holy  Ghoft."  St.  Matthew 
and  Luke  have  both  added  the  word  fire, 
"He  fhall  baptize  you  with  the  Ilvly  GhoJ}^ 
"  and  with  fire,''  This  remaikable  predic- 
tion is  mentioned  by  each  of  the  four  Evan- 
gelifts :  And  in  the  AHs  of  the  Apoftles,  it  is 
twice  applied,  by  Chrift  himfelf,  to  the  pour- 
ing oitt  of  God's  Spirit;  as  in  the  ift  chap- 
ter and  5ih  vcrfe.  "  For  John  truly  baptized 
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'•  with  water  ;  but  ye  fliall  be  baptized  with  the 
"  Holy  Gko/i,  not  many  days  hence."  And 
in  the  11th  chapter,  i6th  verfe — "Then  le- 
'«  membered  I  the  word  of  the  Lord,  how 
"  that  he  faid,  John  indeed  baptized  with  uater^ 
"  hut  ye  fliall  he  baptized  with  the  Holy  Ghoji'' 
In  the  original  language,  the  Greek  words 
are  en  iidati^  with  water  ;  en  pneitviati  agic^  with 
the  Holy  Ghoft  ;  kai  puri,  and  wiih  fire. 
Thefe  words  are  corre81y  tranflated.  I  have 
already  obferved,  that  the  dative  cafe,  in  the 
Greek  language,  when  it  follows  and  is  gov- 
erned by  the  prepofition  en^  is  commonly 
and  properly  ufed  inftrumentally.  The  water, 
the  Holy  Ghcft^  and  the  ftre,  are  accordingly 
mentioned  as  the  inflrumenis,  by  which  they 
were  baptized.  This  criiicifm  is  juft  and 
important;  and  it  ferves  to  elucidate  the 
mode  or  manner,  in  which  baptifm  was  ad- 
miniftered. 

It  would  be  proper  to  fay,  I  fprinkle  you 
with  \v2iicT  ;  or,  1  baptize  you  wiih  water,  by 
affufion.  But  it  would  be  improper  to  fay, 
1  d/p  you  zuiih  water;  and  juji  as  imp  rope ?",  t  o 
fay,  I  baptize  you  with  water,  if  the  mode  of 
baptizing  were  that  o{  dipping.  If  a  perfon 
be  plunged  or  dipptd^  he  is  then  baptized  in 
water.  Bat  if  a  perfon  be  fprinkled,  or  has 
the  baptifmal  element  applied  to  him  in  any 
mode  whatfoever,  he  is  then  baptized  ly  or 
with  water.  And  thus,  when  perlons  are  faid 
to  be  baptized  wiih  the  Holy  Ghoft,  the  ex- 
preffion  has  particular  reference   to  the  ajfu- 
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f^on  OX  pouring  out  of  God's  Spirit.  For  this 
is  the  mode^  according  to  fcripture  language, 
by  which  his  influences  are  commimicaled  to 
mankind. 

St.  Peter,  that  very  Apoftle  who  preach- 
ed, and  who  was  an  eye  and  an  ear  witnefs 
of  thofe  wonderful  events,  which  happened 
at  the  feafl  of  Penticoft,  obferves,  A6ts  ii — 
17,  33,  that  this  was  the  fulfilment  of  the 
prophecy  of  Joel.  "  It  (hall  come  to  pafs  in 
"  (he  laft  days,  faith  God,  I  will  f/our  out  of  my 
«  fpirit  upon  ail  flefh,"  &c.— "  That  Chrill 
''  being  by  the  right  hand  of  God  exalted,  and 
*'  having  received  of  the  Father  the  promife 
"  of  the  Holy  Ghoft.  he  hath  /hed  forth  this 
"  which  ye  now  fee  and  hear."  This  man- 
ner of  expreflion  alludes  to  the  ynode^i  in  which 
they  were  baptized  by  the  Holy  Ghoji.  It  was 
not  by  dipping.  The  Spirit  v^'d^s  Jhed  forthy 
and  poured  out  upon  them.  Although  this  was 
the  moft  copious  and  extraordinary  affufion 
that  ever  happened,  rt  is  never  expreffed  by 
the  word  dipped^  plunged,  immerfed,  or  over- 
whelmed.  Indeed,  thefe  words  are  no  where 
ufed  in  the  facred  volume,  relatively  to  bap- 
tifm,  either  with  water  or  with  the  Holy  GhoJl. 

1  believe  we  may  fafely  trud  and  adopt  the 
language  of  infpiraiion,  which  fays,  the  Holy 
Spirit  \j2iS  Jhed  forth  and  poured  out  upon  them. 
The  fame  and  fimilar  language  is  made  ufe  of 
on  common  and  more  ordinary  occafions,  as 
we  read  in  A8:s  x — 44.  "  While  Peter  yet 
w  fpak.e  thefe  words,,  the  Holy  Ghoft  y"^^  011, 
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''  all  them  which  heard  the  word."  xi — 15, 
"  And  as  he  began  to  fpeak,  the  Holy  Ghoft 
"/f//  on  thnn  as  on  us  at  the  beginning." 
Which  exprefTion  is  conformable  to  A8;s  i — 
8 — "  Ye  fhall  receive  power,  after  that  the 
'•  Holy  Gboft  is  come  upon  you.'"  This  com- 
munication or  bapnfm  of  God's  Spirit  is  rep- 
re  fen  ted  "  by  the  dew'' — "  hy  the  rain' — ''  by 
^^Jhoi.ers"  "  He  fhall  come  down  like  rain 
"  upon  the  mown  gyafs.  and  like  Jhoxoers  that 
''  water  the  earth.''  "  /  will  pour ^  faith  God, 
''  waters  on  the  thirjly,  and  floods  on  the  dry 
"  ground  ;  /  will  pour  iny  Spirit  on  thy  fee d^  and 
"  my  bkjfing  on  thine  offspring."  "  It  is  callsd 
*•  an  unEiion  from  the  H  ly  One  ;"  which  is  an 
allufion  to  the  ancient  cuftoiTJ  of  pouring  on 
the  head^  the  confecraiing  oil.  The  Spiiit  is 
fa  id  to  come  upon — to  fall  upon  them — to  be  find 
forth — and  to  he  poured  upon  them. 

This  language  is  perfe^ly  familiar  and  in- 
telligible to  Jews  and  Chriilians;  and  has 
therefore  been  adopted  by  the  Prophets  and 
Apoftlcs.  It  correfponds  with  their  ufual 
modes  of  purifying,  and  of  baptizing  with 
water.  The  fanftifying  and  comforting  in- 
fluences of  God's  Spirit  are  often  aptly  rep- 
refented  in  the  facred  fcriptures  by  the  em- 
blem of  water.  The  comn  unicaiion  of  thefe 
influences  is  emblematically  reprefented  by 
the  alfufion  and  fprinkling  of  water  in  the 
ordinance  of  baptifm.  ^^  I  indeed  baptize  you 
"  with  water."  I  pour  and  fprinkle  water 
upon  you  ;  "  but  he  Jhall  baptize  you  uith  the 
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««  Holy  Ghojlr—Ue  fhall  Jlied  forth  and  four 
out  upon  you  bis  bleffed  Spirit,  and  fprinklc 
your  hearts  and  confciences  thereby,  and  purify 
them  from  the  guilty  (lain  of  fin. 

I  think,  Sir,  that  the  good  Mr.  Cleaveland 
has  no  reafon  to  be  afhamed  of  the  argument, 
upon  which,  you  fay,  "  he  lays  fo  much 
''  ftrefs."  Who  can  reafonably  doubt  the 
validity  of  baptifm  by  affujion^  when  he  finds 
baptizing^  fiedding  Jorth^  pouring',  fprinkling^ 
and  anointings  (o  frequently  ufed  by  the  pen 
of  infpiration,  in  the  fame  fenfe,  as  words 
of  the  fame,  or  fimilar  figntfication  ? 
I  am,  Sir,  &c. 


LETTER     XVIil. 

SIR, 

JLjET  us  now  enquire  after  the  true  mean- 
ing of  that  well  known  palfage,  recorded  in 
Romans,  vi.  4  "  Therefore  we  are  buried 
*'  with  hini^  by  baptifm^  into  death,!'  Sic,  A 
fimilar  expreflion  occurs  in  Coloflians,  ii.  12. 
Some  perfons  fuppofe  the  word  buried,,  as 
here  ufed  by  the  Apoftlc,  is  to  be  undcrftood 
literally^  as  having  reference  to  the  mode  of 
baptizing  by  irfimerfion.  Others  fuppofe  it 
is  to  be  underftood  figuratively,  as  having 
reference  to  the  burial  offin^  which  ihe  Apof- 
tle  here  calls  the  body  of  Jin — our  old  man.     We 
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fee  plainly  in  what  the  difference  of  opinion 
confifts.  Now,  is  the  literal,  or  is  the  figura- 
tive fenfe,  to"  be  preferred  ?  This  is  the  quef- 
tion.  It  is  a  facl  univerfally  acknowledged, 
that  the  infpired  writers  have  fometimes  ufed 
particular  words,  literally,  and  fometimes, 
figuratively.  But  it  will  not  be  fafe  and 
proper,  for  every  individual  to  adopt  either 
the  figurative,  or  the  literal  lenfe  of  words, 
as  fiiall  beft  fuit  his  principles  and  prejudices 
in  other  refpeds.  This  pradice  would  cer- 
tainly be  very  fallacious  and  even  dange- 
rous. We  evidently  need  [ovat  efiablifhed 
rule,  in  order  to  affift  ai.d  diis^tl  our  judg- 
ment in  this  matter.  The  following  rule,  I 
believe,  has  been  generally  approved  by  ju- 
dicious and  impartial  chriftians,  of  all  de- 
nominations, viz.  That  the  literal  fenfe 
ought  always  to  be  preferred,  when  it  is  a- 
greeable  to  the  context — to  the  general  tenour 
of  the  fcriptures,  and  to  the  common  ufe  of 
the  word  by  infpired  writers.  Bui  if  other- 
wife,  we  are  bound  to  give  the  preference  to 
a  figurative  fenfe  ^  which  is  not  inconfifient  with 
the  context,  or  with  the  real  fenfe  of  fcrip- 
ture  in  general,  or  with  ihdi  particular  fnfe^ 
in  which  the  word  is  commonly  ufed. 

We  find,  in  the  facred  fcriptures,  very  fre- 
quent accounts  of  burying  the  dead.  The  cir- 
cumftancc\N  of  their  burial  are  repeatedly  men- 
tioned. But  the  word  burial  is  never  made 
ufe  of,  in  a  H:eral  fenfe,  with  refpeQ  to  the 
living.     When  our  Saviour  commifTioned  his 
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Apoftles  to  adminifter  the  ordinance  of  bap- 
tifm,  he  did  not  command  them  to  bury  per- 
fons  under  water;  or  to  baptize  them  by  a 
burial.  We  have  many  inftances  on  facred 
record  of  perfons,  to  whom  the  ordinance  of 
baptifm  was  adminiftered;  but  it  is  not  faid 
nor  intimated,  that  a  fingle  individual  was 
buried  in  the  water,  or  baptized  by  a  burial. 
This  word,  in  its  literal  ufe  and  fignification, 
appears  to  be  appropriated,  exclufively,  to 
the  dead.  I  believe  there  is  not  fo  much  as 
one  inftance,  either  in  the  old  or  new  tefta- 
ment,  of  its  being  uTed  literally  with  refer- 
ence to  any  perfon  alive^  or  with  reference 
to  the  mode  of  baptizing. 

It  is  evident  from  the  context,   that  our 
being  '•  buried  with  Chrijl  into  death^'^  as  men- 
tiofied    in    the    4th    verfe ;     and   our   being 
^' planted  together  in  the  likenefs  of  his  deaths" 
as  mentioned  in  the   5th  verfe  ;  and  our  be- 
ing "  crucified  with  him,''  as  mentioned  in  the 
6th  verfe,  are  phrafes  of  the  fame  or  fimilar 
(ignificancy.      How   then    fliall    we    explain 
and    underftand   thefe   parallel    exprcffions  ? 
Shall  we  underftand  one  of  thefe  expreffions 
literally,  and    ihe  other  two  figuratively,   as 
may   be  mofl  agreeable  to  our  particular  no- 
tions ?    Hms    would    not    be   impartial    and 
right.  '  We  oucrht  to  underftand  all  of  them 
literally,  or  all  figuratively.      Now,  it  is  plain 
that  all    thefe    expreffions    may,    with   great 
propriety,  be  underftood   according  to   the 
figurative  inierpretation  ;  but  it  is  impoffible 
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to  underftand  each  one  according  to  its  lit- 
eral meaning. 

The  Apoftle  fays,  "  our  old  man  i^  crucified 
«  with  Chrijir  And  in  Gal.  ii— 20.  "  I  am 
"  crucified  with  Chrift."  And  in  the  5th  chap- 
ter,  24th  verfe.  "  They  that  are  Chrift's  have 
«'  crucified  the  flefhj  &:c."  No  perfon,  I  pre- 
fume,  fuppofes  that  we  muft,  by  bapfi(m,  be 
literally  crucified  ;  that  we  muft  be  a6lually 
nailed  to  the  crofs,  and  there  fuffer  the  ig- 
nominious and  painful  death  of  crucifixion. 
Every  one  will  admit,  that  thefe  paflages  are 
to  be  underftood  figuratively. — "  It  is  the  old 
**  man — the  body  oj  fin' — our  vicious  difpofi- 
tions  and  lufts,  that  are  to  be  mortified  and 
(lain. 

'«  Know  ye  nor,"  fays  the  Apoftle,  "  that 
««  fo  many  of  us,  as  were  baptized  into  Jefus 
««  Chrift,  were  baptized  into  his  death  .? 
<'  Therefore  we  are  buried  with  him,  by  bap- 
«'  tifm,  into  death;  that  like  as  Chrift  was 
'«  raifed  up  from  the  dead  by  the  glory  of 
«'  the  Father,  even  fo  we  alfo  fhould  walk  in 
*«  newnefs  of  life.  For  if  we  have  been 
«  planted  togetherin  the  likenefsof  his  death, 
"  we  ftiall  be  alio  in  the  likenefs  of  his  ref- 
«  urre8ion,  &:c."  Now^  to  be  buried  with 
ChriJ}^  by  baptifm^  into  death  ;  and  to  be  plant- 
ed together^  in  the  likenefs  of  his  death ;  are 
certainly  fynonimous  expreftions.  But,  Sir, 
where  is  the  likenefs^  where  is  the  refem- 
blance,  between  a  burial  in  water,  a  dipping, 
as  Dr.  Gill  calls  it,  and  the  death  of  Chrift  ? 
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- — the  crucifixion  of  Chrift  ?  For  he  died  on 
the  crofs. 

Mr.  Simeon  Snov/,  a  ferious  and  fenfible 
writer,  having  been  a  baptift  minifter5in  this 
country,  for  many  years,  and  who  has  latter- 
ly altered  his  fentimenis,  very  jaftly  obferves, 
"  That  he  could  not  fee  the  ieaft  likenefs  or 
"  refemblance,  between  the  death  of  Chrift, 
**  as  repreffnted  by  the  four  Evangelifts,  and 
"  baptifm  by  immc^rfion.  If  Chrift  had  died 
'*  by  being  drowned,  there  would  have  been 
"  a  likenefs."  The  jujde  of  dipping  would 
then  refemble  the  manner  of  his  dying.  But  a 
literal  burial  in  ^A'aler  dilcovers  no  refem- 
blance to  the  death  of  the  crofs,  or  to  the 
place  and  manner  in  which  his  dead  body 
was  buried. 

The  land  of  Judea  abounded  with  large 
rocks,  which  were  partly  above  the  furface 
of  the  ground.  In  thefe,  the  rich  prepared 
tombs,  which  were  called  fepulchres  on  high. 
Accordingly,  we  read  in  Ifaiah,  xxii — 16, 
^*  What  haft  thou  here  ?  And  whom  haft  thou 
"  here,  that  thou  haft  hewed  thee  out  a  fe- 
^'  piilchre  here,  as  he  that  hcwetk  him  out  a  fe- 
''  pulchre  on  high  P"  Thus  the  prophet  re- 
proved Shebna,  who  was  a  poor  perfon,  for 
his  extravagant  and  expenfive  pride  and  van- 
ity. The  common  people,  when  dead,  were 
buried  in  the  ground.  But  the  rich  provi- 
ded for  ihen){'c\vcs  fepulchres  on  high.  In  one 
of  thefe  fepulchral  monuments,  our  Saviour 
was  entombed.  The  prophet  fays,  "Ae  made  his 
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"  grave  with  the  wicked,  and  with  the  rich,  his 
"  high  places  "  For  Jofeph,  we  are  told,  be- 
ing a  rich  man,  "  laid  the  body  of  Chrijl  in  his 
"  own  new  tomb,  which  he  had  hewn  out  in  the 
«  rod." 

Dr.  Laihrop  obferves^  "  that  plunging  no 
"  aiore  refenfibles  Chrift's  entombment,  than 
'*'  fprinkling  does.  If  there  were  any  cir- 
"  cunfiftance  in  his  burial,  which  baptifm  can 
"  refemble,  it  mufl  be  his  embalmment.  For 
'•  it  is  laid,  that  Nicodemus  brought  a  mixture 
''  of  myrrh  and  aloes,  and  wound  the  body  of  Je- 
^^  fus  in  linen  clothes  with  the  fpices,  as  the  man- 
"  ner  of  the  Jews  is  to  bury.  And  after  this,. 
"  the  women  prepared  fpices  and  ointments  and 
"  came  to  anoint  his  body.  Accordingly,  be- 
"  fore  his  death,  when  the  woman  poured 
"  the  precious  ointment  on  his  head,  he  faid, 
"  in  that  file  poured  it  on.  my  head,  flie  did  it  to 
'•  my  burial.  She  is  come  to  anoint  my  body  to  the 
«^  burying.  Her  pouring  it  on  his  head,  he 
"  calls  pouring  it  on  his  body' — anoiniing  his 
body  to  the  burying. 

Thus,  Sir,  you  fee  that  've  can  diTcovcr- 
nothing  in  the  baptiRs'  mode  of  dipping, 
which  refembles  ciiher  the  crucifixion  or 
burial  of  Chrift.  Where  then  fhall  we  find 
thai  important  likenefs,  which  St.  Paul  fo 
particularly  m.entions  ?  It  is  not  to  be  found 
in  the  literal  fignification  of  the  word  bwied 
ox  planted  ;  we  mufl  therefore  look  for  it  ia 
the  figurative  meaning.  We  have  already, 
©bfer.v.ed. that  the  word  torc^/,  in    its   l»teral 
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ufe,  is  never  applied  to  baptifm^  or  to  perfons 
while  alive,  bat  to  the  dead.  We  now  ob- 
ferve,  that  the  word  to  plant<i  has  a  primary 
and  literal  reference  to  vegetables,  and  vines, 
and  trees,  and  their  various  feeds.  Thefc 
are  fowed  and  planted  literally.  But  in  2i  fig- 
urative fenfe,  the  ApoRle  informs  us,  that 
'*  they  who  are  bapdzed  into  Jefus  Chrift 
"  are  baDfized  into  his  death."  They  are, 
by  haptifm<i  figuratively  crucified  with  \\'\m^ plant- 
ed with  him,  and  buried  wiih  him. 

We  have  feveral  times  obferved,  that  the 
dative  cafe^  in  the  Greek  language,  when  it 
follows,  and  is  governed  by  the  prepofition 
en^  is  frequently  and  grammatically  ufed  as 
the  inflrument.  Our  tranllators  have  often 
rendered  the  word  en^  in  fuch  a  manner,  as 
to  exprefs  its  inftrumentalicy.  But  the)fchave 
fometimes,  perhaps  without  fufihcient  reafon, 
adopted  a  different  language,  as  in  Colof- 
fians  ii — 12.  Perfons  are  there  faid  to  be 
"  buried  with  Chrift  inbaptijmy  Ihe  Greek 
prepofition  is  en^  and  it  might  have  been 
tranflated  correftly  into  the  Eng  ifti  word  by^ 
or  with  I  and  then  this  paiTage  would  have 
correfponded  exa6lly  to  tly"  parallel  text  in 
Romans.  The  Apollle  here  fays,  "  tha{  we 
"  are  buried  with  him,  by  haptifm^  into  death." 
Baptifm,  in  this  place,  is  not  mentioned  as 
being  a  bitrial,  or  as  being  an  allufion  to  a 
burial.  It  n  mentioned  as  the  infirummtal 
caufi  of  our  being,  in  z.  figurative  fiiife^  buried 
with  Chrift,  planted  with  Chrill,  and  crucifi.ed 
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wiih  Chrift.  By  haptijm^  we  have  engagedio 
mortify  and  bury  our  fins ;  it  is  confequently 
urged  as  an  argument  for  newnefs  of  life. 

The  baptifts  feem  to  have  taken  it  for 
granted,  that  baptifm  is  here  called  a  burial; 
which  is  a  very  great  mi/iake.  Dr.  Gill  tells 
us,  "that  baptifm  is  called  a  burial,  a  burial 
"  with  Chrift,  a  reprefentation  or  refemblance 
'^of  his,  which  it  cannot  be,  unlefs  it  be  ad- 
*•  miniftered  by  dipping." 

We  have  fhown,  that  there  is  no  refem- 
blance between  the  baptifts'  mode  of  dippings 
and  the  manner  in  which  our  Saviour  died^  or 
the  manner  in  which  his  body  was  dtpojited  in 
ihefepulchre.  And  now.Sir,let  me  requeftyou 
to  obferve,  that  baptifm  is  not  called  a  burial 
by  the  Apoflle  ;  nor  in  any  part  of  the  bible  ; 
nor^re  we  informed  by  any  infpired  writer, 
that  it  was  inflituted  in  order  to  be,  literally,, 
a  refemblance  ofChrid's  deaih  or  burial. 

Baptifm,  it  is  true,  has  particular  reference 
to  Chrift,  It  is  a  facrament  of  the  new  lefta- 
ment  or  covenant,  which  is  founded  in  his 
death  ;  and  it  fitly  (ignifies  and  reprefents 
the  cleanfing  and  fanftifying  efficacy  of  his 
word,  and  blood,  and  fpirit.  It  alfo  con- 
firms and  reprefents,  publickly,  our  obliga- 
tions to  conform  to  the  death,  and  burial, 
and  refurreBion  of  Chrift,  by  mortifying  and 
burying  cur  fins,  and  hy  ualking  in  neumtfs  of  life, 

1  am  fenfible,  that  fome  perfons  have  im- 
agined that  St.  Paul,  in  the  pc.ffages  we  have 
been  confidcring,  had  a  panicular  and  ex- 
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clufive  reference  to  an  infernal  and  fpiritual 
baprifm;  but  this  opinion  is  neither  neceffa- 
ry  nor  well  founded.  For  the  external  bap- 
tifm  by  water  is  emblematical  of  the  internal 
baptifm  by  the  influences  of  God*s  Spirits 
and  the  thing  fignified  and  reprefented  by 
the  emblem  is,  in  the  judgment  of  charity,  fup- 
pofed  to  be  implied,  and  conne6led  with  it. 

I  wifli,  Sir,  that  you  would  review,  with 
attention  and  impartiality,  the  6th  chapter  to 
the  Romans,  and  the  fecond  and  third  chap- 
ters  to  the  Colodians.  You  will  find  that  St. 
Paul  was  not  endeavouring  to  fpecify  dip- 
ping, as  the  only  lawful  and  valid  mode  of 
baptizing.  His  great  and  conftant  defign 
evidently  was,  to  enforce  the  neceflity  of  gen- 
uine repentance,  and  of  a  holy  life  and  con- 
verfation,  in  oppofition  to  the  licentious 
principles  and  immoral  praQices  of  the  an- 
tinomian  and  fudaizing  Gnofticks,  who  were 
a  very  troublef  »me  and  mifchievous  [q6\,  in 
the  days  of  primitive  chriftianity.  Every 
verfe,  and  every  line  was  written  with  this 
intention  and  tendency.  "  What  jliall  we  fay 
"  then  ?  Shall  we  continue  in  Jin  that  grace  may 
^^  abound?  God  forbid,''  He  rejc6ls  the  im- 
pious thought  with  abhorrence.  ''  How  flail 
^'  xce^  that  are  dead  to  fin^  live  any  longer  there- 
"  in  ?"  And  then  introduces  baptifm  as  a 
principal  argument.  "  Know  ye  not^  that  a% 
"  7nany  ofus^  as  were  baptized  into  Jfus  Chyijly 
"  were  baplizcd  into  his  death  ?"  By  bapfifm, 
we  have  piofelTed  publickfy  our  faith  in  him 
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as  being  the  true  Mefliah — our  belief  in  the 
do6lrines  and  truths  which  he  inculcated. — 
We  have,  by  baptifm,  been  admitted  into  his 
vifible  kingdom,  and  have  promifed  to  be 
fubmiffive  and  obedient;  and  are  therefore 
bound  to  obey  him  as  our  acknowledged 
Lord  and  Mafter.  We  are  alfo  baptized  into 
his  death  as  well  as  life.  By  baptifm^  we  pro- 
fefs  our  belief  that  Chrift  aftually  fufFered 
and  died  on  the  crofs,  to  redeem  and  fave 
finners — not  merely  from  the  condemning 
guilt  of  fin,  but  alfo  from  its  reigning  power 
and  dominion  ;  from  all  our  unlawful  incli- 
nations, and  vicious  habits  and  praBices.  By 
baptifm,  we  acknowledge  ourfelves «'  crucified, 
"  with  Chrifi-i  that  the  body  of  fin  might  be  defi- 
^'  troyed"- — that  we  are  oblifraied  hereby  to 
mortify  our  flefhly  appetites  and  worldly 
lufts,  our  irregular  pafTions  and  finful  deeds 
of  the  bodv.  Having  become  dead  tofin^  as 
Chrifl  died  for  fin  ;  having,  in  conformity  to 
his  death,  crucified  our  old  man^  the  next  thing 
of  courfe  is,  to  bury  ''  this  body  of  fin''  The 
Apoftle  accordingly  obferves  :  '•  Therefore  we 
"  are^  by  baptifm^  buried  with  Chrifl.''  He  be- 
gins the  verfe  with  the  word  therefore^  which 
fhows  that  this  pafTage  is  connefted,  as  an 
inference,  wiih  fomething  that  preceded  it. 
We  are  baptized  into  the  life  of  Chrift,  into 
the  death  of  Chrift,  and,  confequently,  into 
the  burial  of  Chrift.  To  be  buried xvithChrifi 
by  baptifm^  is  to  be  baptized  into  his  burial. 
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This  is  evidently  the  import  and  fenfe  of  the 
exprefTion. 

Baptifm  is  always  accompanied,  either  with 
an  implicit,  or  explicit  confeflion  of  faith. 
As  we  profefs  to  believe  that  Chrift  aBually 
lived  and  died,  fo  we  profefs  to  believe  that 
his  dead  body  was  laid  in  a  tomb,  where  it 
remained  three  days  and  three  nights.  And 
as  we  are  bound,  by  baptifm,  to  conform  to 
Chrifl's  death  in  the  crucifixion  and  mortifi- 
cation of  our  (ins,  fo  we  are  alfo  bound  to 
become  conformable  to  his  burial,  in  bury- 
ing-fin.  We  muft  renounce  fin  utterly,  and 
bury  it  out  of  our  fight,  as  if  it  were  a  dead 
corpfe,  or  loathfome  carcafe.  It  is  in  this 
figurative  fmfe^  that  St.  Paul  ufed  the  word 
buried.  It  does  not  appear  that  he  had  refer- 
ence to  the  literal  burial  of  our  bodies,  by 
dipping  them  in  water. 

As  the  death  and  burial  of  Chrif},  prepared 
the  wav  for  his  refurreftion  and  glorious  ex- 
altation, {o  the  death  and  burial  of  fin  are 
pre-requifite,  in  order  to  a  holy  and  virtuous 
life.  The  Apodle  therefore  adds,  "  that 
"  like  as  Chrift  was  raifed  up  from  the  dead, 
"  bv  the  glory  of  the  Father,  even  fo  we  alfo 
''  (hould  walk  in  newnefs  of  life."  Every 
Word,  according  to  this  conftruBinn,  is  in- 
telligible and  inftruBive.  But  if  v;e  attempt 
to  underftand  the  paffage  literally,  we  imme- 
diately meet  wiih  infuperable  difficulties. 
The  Apoftle  flyles  bapti'm  a  circumcifion, 
more  dire^lly  than  he  calls  it  a  buri'al.     He 
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endeavours  to  fatisfy  the  ColofTians,  that  tbey 
were  fuffirieirly  circumcifed,  being,  by  the 
"  circumcijion  of  Chriji,  buried  with  him  in 
*'  baptifm."  But  the  baptifts  do  not  pretend, 
that  the  7n6de  of  baptifm  liierally  refembles 
circumcifion.  The  fame  Apoftle  alfo  tells 
MS,  that  zue  are  by  baptifm  buried  with  him  in- 
to death.  But  ihe  baptifts  do  not  under- 
ftand  the  word  deaths  as  here  mentioned,  lit- 
erally. Thry  do  not  fuppofe,  that  the  per- 
fon  baptized,  muft  be  literally  buried  under 
water,  until  literally  dead  Why  then  (hould 
we  underftand  the  word  buried  literally  ?  No 
good  reax^on  can  be  affigned.  We  are  com- 
pelled to  adopt  the  figurative  interpretation. 
We  are.  by  baptifm,  bound  to  mortify  and 
bury  our  fins,  and  arife  from  this  (tate  of 
fpiriiual  death,  to  a  nev/  and  fpiritual  life. 
This  is  evidently  the  Apoftle's  meaning. 

He  further  illuftrates  this  doftrine,  by  fay- 
ing, '•  For  if  we  have  been  planted  together 
*'  in  the  likenefs  of  his  death,  we  fhall  alfo 
''  be  in  the  likenefs  of  his  refurre8ion."  It 
appears  that  we  are  as  truly  baptized  into 
the  crucijixion  and  rtfurrcHion  of  Chrift,  as  in- 
to his  burial.  Jf  we  are  planted  together  in  the 
likenefs  oj  his  deaths  that  is,  baptized  into  his 
crucifixion  and  burial,  "  we  fhall  alfo  he  in  the 
*'  likenefs  of  his  refurreBion.'"  By  baptifm^  we 
profcfs  to  believe  thatChrift, having  died,  and 
being  laid  in  the  tomb,  on  the  third  day,  a- 
rofe  from  the  dead,  as  the  frf  fruits  of  them 
thatflept. 
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The  word  planted,  according  to  its  confi- 
mon   and  literal  ufe,  has   reference  to   thq 
feeds  of  vegetables.     When  corn  or  grain  is 
planted   or  fowed,   it   dies  and   rots   in  the 
ground,  and  then   the  blade  fprings  up  and 
bears  fruit.     The  Apoftle,  therefore,  has  re- 
peatedly nriade  ufe  of  this  figure,  in  order  to 
reprefent  the  death  and  refurredion  of  man- 
kind.    We  are  already  raifed,  by  the  refur- 
redion  of  Jcfus  Chrift  from  the  dead,  to  the 
profpefl  and  hope  of  life  and  immortality  be- 
yond the  grave.    We  are  bound,  by  our  bap- 
tifmal  engagements,  to  arife  immediately  from 
a  ftate  of  fpiritual  death,   and  become  alive 
in  the  caufe  of  religion  and  virtue.      "  ^J y^ 
««  he.  rifcn  with  Chrift^''  fays  the  Apoftle,  ''''Jeek 
^'  thofe  things  which  are  above^  where  Chrijl  fit- 
"  teth  at  the  right  hand  of  God.     Set  your  affec- 
*•  tions  on  things  above^  and  not  on  things  on  the 
*'  earth  ;  and  when  Chrijl^  who  is  our  lije^  JJiall 
'•  appear^  then  JJiall  ye  alfo  appear  with  hirn,  in 
"  glory:' 

In  the  church  of  England,  the  ordinance 
of  baptifm  is  adminiflered  with  the  fign  oj the 
crofs^  as  being  a  refemblance  of  Chriirs  deaths 
or  crucifixion.  The  Baptifls  adminifter  this 
ordinance  by  immerfion^  which  they  fuppofe 
refemblcs  the  burial  of  Chrift.  The  Prefby- 
terians  and  Congregationalifts  in  genera), 
(though  not  ftrenuous  as  to  the  modej  com- 
monly adminifter  baptifm  by  affvfion  or fprink- 
ling^  which  method  they  confider  as  having  a 
fuiiable  allufion  to   the  pouring  out  oJ  God's 
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Spirit,  and  fprinkling  of  Chrijl's  bloody  v;hich 
are  faid  to  fandify  and  cleanfe  us  from  all  fin. 
But  th^t  figurative  likenefs,  which  the  Apoftle 
particularly  mentions,  is  of  a  moral  nature, 
and  evidently  alludes  to  the  crucifixion^  and 
huriaU  and  refurreBion  of  Ch rift.  As  Chrift 
was,  literally,  crucified,  fo  we  are  faid,  by 
bapti-m  (in  figurative  language)  to  have  cru- 
cified o^ur  old  man — our  fins.  And  as  Chrift 
was,  literally,  buried,  (o  we  are  faid,  by  bap- 
tifm  Cin  figurafive  language]  to  have  buried 
our  fins.  Aid  as  Chrift  arofe,  literally,  from 
the  dead,  fo  we  are  faid,  by  baptifm  (in  fig- 
urative language)  to  arife  from  the  death  of 
fin,  to  a  new  and  fpiritual  life.  The  whole 
reprefentation,  according  to  the  Apoftle,  is 
figurative.  It  is  a  continued  metaphor — an 
inftruQive,  f^riking  allegory,  happily  ca1cu> 
lated  to  teach  us  the  neceffity  of  a  genuine 
renovation,  in  our  temper  and  behaviour. 

If,  Sir,  after  all  that  has  been  faid,  you 
ihould  fuppofi  that  dipping  was  praBifed  in 
the  days  of  the  Apoftles,  and  that  St.  Paul 
had  probably  a  reference  lo  this  mode  of 
baptizing,  your  fuppofition  will  not  prove 
the  point,  hot  take  it,  without  proof,  for 
granted.  So  far  as  we  have  any  account 
from  hiftory,  the  mode  of  baptizing  has  been 
various  (and  /there  might  have  been  different 
modes,  even  in  the  apoftolick  age.j  How- 
ever in  tho(-e  limes  and  places,  where  dipping 
anciently  prevailed  moll,  it  was  never  deem'- 
€d  ellen  tial. 
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1  will  conclude  thefe  remarks,  by  obferv- 
Ing,  that  allujions^  in  favour  of  baptizing  by 
dffujion  or  fpr inklings  are  numerous  and  for- 
cible. The  blood  of  Chrift  is  called  the 
blood  cffprinkling.  The  fan6lifying  influences 
of  God's  Spirit  are  faid  to  be  poured  out  upon 
tcs.  Our  hearts  are  faidtobe^m^W — our 
eonfciences  are  faid  to  be  fprinkkd*  The 
prophet  fays,  /  will  fprinkle  clean  water  upon 
you  and  ye  /hall  be  clean — andjojhall  he  fp tinkle 
many  nations^  Sec.  Sec, 

Now,  Sir,  on  fuppofition  the  word  dipped^ 
had  been  ufed  in  all  thefe,  and  in  fimilar 
places,  would  not  the  baptills  have  told  us,  that 
they  alluded  exprefsly  to  their  mode  of  bap» 
tifm  ?  If  Ezekiel,  when  perfonating  the  Mefli- 
ah,  had  declared,  "  then  will  I  dip  you  in  clean 
*'  water  andye  fJiall  he  clean  ;  and  from  all  your 
"  lilihinefs  and  from  all  your  idols,  will  I 
"  cleanfe  you;" — if  Ifaiah,  when  prophefy- 
ing  concerning  Chrift,  had  faid,  "  fo  fhall 
"  my  fervant  dip  many  nations;''  fhou Id  you 
not  think  that  thefe  expreffions  were  ftrong 
arguments  in  proof  of  dippings  as  being  the 
gofpel  mode  of  baptizing?  All  I  alk  is  this, 
that  they  may  now  be  confidered  as  argu- 
ments equally  ftrong  and  conclufive,  in  fa- 
vour of  fpr  inkling, 

I  am.  Sir,  &€, 
R 
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LETTER     XIX. 

SIRy 

VV  E  are  informed  by  the  Evangelifls^ 
"  that  John,  the  forerunner  of  Chrift,  was 
*'  called  a  Baptijl^  and  that  he  baptized  per- 
**  fons  in  the  river  Jordan^  and  in  Enon^  be- 
*'  caufe  there  was  much  water  there.''  Thefe 
circumftances,  which  attended  the  miniftry 
and  baptifm  of  John,  are  confidered  by  you, 
as  being  very  powerful  arguments  in  favour 
of  immerfion,  even  to  the  utter  exclufion  of 
all  other  modes  of  baptizing.  We  will  en- 
deavour to  examine  them  with  fuitable  care 
and  impartiality.  But  let  it  be  premifed, 
that  John  did  not  baptize  perfons,  "  in  the 
"  navie  of  the  Father^  and  of  the  Son^  and  of  tlit 
'^  Holy  Ghofl"  His  baptifm  was  a  religious 
rite,  which  he  adminiftered  under  the  Mofaic 
inftitution.  It  cannot,  therefore,  be  thought 
an  indifpenfable  rule,  in  all  refpe^ts,  for 
chriftians  under  the  new  teflament  difpenfation  ; 
which,  the  Apoftle  exprelslv  informs  us,  was 
not  in  force  until  the  death  of  Jefus  Chrift  the 
teflator, 

John  was  the  laft  and  greatefl  prophet  un- 
der the  law.  He  obferved  all  the  requifi- 
tions  of  that  rigorous  ir  {litution,  with  the 
(IriQefl  aufteriiy  of  manrers.  It  was  pre- 
dicted, that  this  mtf/enger  cf  Ch  f I  f It ould  go  be- 
fore him^  in  the  fpirit  and  power  of  Elias  ;  whoj 
in  the  days  of  Ahah^fled  into  the  wiidernefs, 
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and  was  there  fed  by  the  ravens.  We  ai^e 
accordingly  told^  "  that  John  came  neither  eating 
*'  bread-i  nor  drinking  wine^  and  the  Jewsfaid  he 
"  hath  a  devil. — The  [on  of  man  came  eating  and 
'•  drinking^  and  they  /aid,  behold  a  glutton  and 
•'  wine-bibber  ;  a  friend  of  publicans  andfinners.'' 
It  is  evident  that  the  pra6lice  of  John,  in 
private  hfe,  and  in  his  official  charaBer,  was 
never  intended  as  an  example,  which  we  are 
bound  implicitly  to  imitate.  John,  previouf- 
\y  to  his  undertaking  the  facerdotal  office, 
lived  the  folitary  life  of  a  hermit,  in  the  wil- 
dernefs.  Are  we  obliored  to  quit  the  fociety 
of  men,  and  live  fequedered  from  all  our 
friends  a-^d  connexions,  in  fome  lonely, 
dreary  defert  ?^ — "  John  was  clothed  with 
"  camel's  hair,  and  had  a  leathern  girdle  about 
"  his  loins;  his  meat  alfo  was  locuft  and  wild 
"  honey."  Are  we  under  obligations  to  re- 
linquifh  the  comforts  and  conveniences  of 
this  life,  and  live  as  he  lived,  on  the  fame 
kind  of  food,  and  drefs  as  he  dreffed,  with 
the  fame  kind  of  clothing  ?  John  made  no 
ufe  of  the  temple  or  fynagogues,  where  the 
Jews  always  reforted  for  public  worfhip  and 
inftruQion,  but  preached  in  the  field,  at  a 
diftance  from  the  city,  and  from  the  habita- 
tions  of  mankind;  and  undoubtedly  on  the 
bink  of  Jordan,  or  Tome  other  natural  itream 
or  fountain;  for  it  was  ablolutely  impoffible 
for  him,  and  his  hearers  to  fubfifl  without 
water.  But  fhall  we  forfake  our  dwelling- 
houfes — our  meeting  houles,  confecraied  to 
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the  fervices  of  religion,  and  become  field- 
preachers  ?  Shall  we  leave  our  homes,  and 
encamp  in  fome  grove,  on  the  brink  of  fome 
river  or  pond,  and  invite  the  people,  from 
all  the  neighbouring  and  remote  towns  and 
parifhes,  to  affemble  at  faid  place,  for  the  pur- 
pofe  of  being  religioufly  inftruQed  and  bap- 
tized. 

I  am  perfuaded,  you  do  not  fuppofe,  that 
we  are  obligated  to  imitae  the  example  of 
John,  in  every  particular.  You  do  not  be- 
lieve, that  we  are  bound  to  live  in  the  wilder- 
nefs  as  he  lived,  and  drefs  as  he  drefTed,  and 
preach  as  he  conftantly  preached,  in  the 
field,  on  the  bank  of  fome  river.  What  rea- 
fon  have  you  then  to  fuppofe,  that  we  are 
indifpenfably  obliged  to  imitate  him,  wiih 
refpefl  to  the  place  and  mode  of  baptifm  ? 
I  mean,  on  fuppofition  it  could  be  fairly 
proved,  that  he  aBually  baptized  perfons,  by 
dipping  them  in  Jordan.  We  live  under  a 
milder  difpenfa'ion.  None  of  Chrijl's  "  ccm- 
''  viandments  are  grievous.  His  yoke  is  eafy^  and 
•'  his  burden  is  light.,''  efpeciaily  when  com- 
pared with  the   Jezvif/i  ritual. 

If  it  fliould  be  admitted  that  John  baptized 
by  immerfiop,  it  will  not  follow  that  this  is 
the  only  lawful  and  valid  mode  oj  baptifm^  under 
the  gofpd.  For  it  is  evident,  that  chriflian* 
are  not  required  to  imitate  the  praQice  of 
John,  in  ail  refpc^ls.  You  cannot  therefore 
infer,  merely  from  his  example,  that  they  arc 
bound  to  adopt  the  fame  mode  of  baptizi?  g. 
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I  do  not,  however,  mean  to  concede  that 
John  baptized  by  immerfion.  There  is  not 
a  perfon  living,  who  knows,  certainly,  in 
what  mode  he  adminiftered  the  ordinance  of 
baptifm.  It  will,  I  think,  appear  highly 
probable,  when  the  fubjeft  is  properly  in- 
veftigated,  that  John  aQually  baptized  by 
affafion  or  fprinkling. 

Bat  it  is  faid,  that  John  baptized  in  the  riv- 
er Jordan.  A  queftion  immediately  arifes, 
viz.  Does  the  word  in;  as  here  mentioned, 
refer  to  the  mode  of  baptizing^  or  to  the  place, 
where  the  ordinance  was  adminiftered.  Let 
us  compare  this  expreffion  with  other  pafTa- 
ges,  which  have  reference  to  the  fame  bap- 
tifm. It  is  faid  in  Ma?k  i,  4,  "  that  he  bap- 
"  tized  in  the  wildernefs."  And  in  John  i, 
28,  "That  he  baptized  zVzBethabara,  beyond 
"  Jordan."  And  in  the  3d  chapter,  23d 
verfe,  "  that  he  baptized  in  Enon,"  which 
was  not' the  name  of  a  river,  but  of  a  tra6t 
of  land,  that  lav  between  Jordan  and  Salem. 
Now  it  is  unquedionably  plain,  that  the  word 
m,  as  ufed  in  thefe  three  different  paflages, 
hasexprefs  reference  toihe/^/^Ct*,  where  John 
baptized,  and  not  to  the  w-oJ^  of  adminifter- 
ing»  the  ordinance.  As  John  was  in  the 
wildernefs — in  Bethabara — and  in  Enon, 
when  he  baptized;  fo  he  was,  on  another  oc- 
cafion,  in  or  at  Jordan.  The  prepofition 
Z7Z,  may  have  reference  to  the  place,  where 
John  was,  when  he  adminiitered  the  ordi- 
nance of  baptifm,  and  not  to  the  mode  in 
R  2 
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which  he  baptized.  It  is  probable,  being  at 
a  diftance  from  any  houfe,  and  having  no 
fuitable  veffel,  which  could  be  conveniently 
ufed,  that  ihev  fometimes  went  to  ^he  river 
itfelf  ;  and  perhaps  a  few  fteps  into  the  water, 
in  order  to  adminifter  the  ordinance  of  bap- 
tifm.  But  this  does  not  determine  the  mode. 
It  does  not  prove  that  he  plunged  them.  He 
might  notwithftanding,  take  up  the  water  in 
his  hand,  and  fprinkle  or  pour  it  on  their 
heads.  Befides,  there  is  no  neceflity  of  fup- 
pofing,  that  they  did  fo  much  as  flep  into  the 
edge  of  the  river.  For  you  well  know,  that 
the  Greek  prepofition  en^  very  commoily 
fignifies  at,  hy,  xvith^  Sec.  In  the  five  firft 
books  of  the  new  teftament,  according  to  Mr. 
Chaplin's  account,  whofe  flatcment  is  un- 
doubtedly ccrre61,  this  very  iiord  \^  rendered 
^^,  by  our  tranflators,  no  lefs  than  53  times. 
It  is  rendered  ^^',  44  times;  ^x^^with^  42 
time*.  &c.  Now,  if  the  original  woid  tn^ 
had  been  tranflated  into  the  Englifh  word  at^ 
the  meaning  would  have  corresponded  e>  a6l- 
ly  with  the  fenfe  of  thofe  other  pafTages,  we 
lud  now  cited.  It  would  have  been  expref- 
live  of  the  placp,  where  John  baptized.  For 
the  places,  at  xvhich  he  ad  mini  fie  red  baptifm, 
w^re  the  loildernefs^  Bethabara,  Jordan^  and  E- 
non.  John  baptized  in,  or  at  the  river  Jor- 
dan. This  is  mentioned,  as  being  one  of 
iho^e  places,  v.here  he  preached,  and  where 
he  adminiftered  ihe  ordinance  of  bapiifm. 
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It  is,  however,  very  evident,  that  John 
did  not  commence  his  miniftrayons  at  Jor- 
dan, nor  at  Enon.  We  are  informed  in  John 
X,  405  "  That  he  at  firjl  baptized  beyond  Jordan'^ 
Having  fpent  a  life  of  fbliiude,  for  many- 
years,  in  rhe  wildernefs  of  Beihabara,  be- 
yond Jordan,  there  he  began  to  preach  and 
baptize.  We  have  no  account  of  rivers  or 
ftreams  of  water,  in  that  country.  It  was, 
probably,  a  dry  and  barren  place.  Accord- 
ingly, when  his  fame  had  fpread  abroad,  and 
the  inhabitants  of  •'  Jerufalem^  and  all  Judea^ 
"  and  all  the  rrgion  round  abovt  Jordan^''  had 
affembied  to  attend  on  his  miniftry,  they  were 
but  poorly  accommodated.  John,  it  feems^ 
removed  to  Jordan^  and  afterward  to  Enon, 
hecauje  there  was  much  water  there,  or  as  it  is  in 
the  original  (polla  udata)  many  waters,  that  is, 
many  rivulets  and  fprings.  Much  water  was 
certainly  needed,  in  that  fultry  climate,  for 
the  refrefhment  and  various  ufes  of  fuch  an 
immenfe  concourfe  of  people,  colle6led  in 
the  open  field,  at  a  great  diftance  from  home, 
with  iheir  horfes,'and  mules,  and  afTes,  and 
camels.  Some  were,  undoubiedly,  going  a- 
way,  and  others  confiantly  coming.  But  the 
encampment,  probably,  laded  more  than  a 
year.  Every  perlon  of  refledion  muft  be 
convinced,  that  the  fituation,  which  John 
made  choice  of,  was  very  convenient  and 
neccfTary  for  their  accommodation,  even  if 
the  mode  of  baptizing  were  that  of  fprink'ing. 
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Minifters.  \vho  now  baptize  by  affufion  or 
fprinkling,  have  no  occafion  of  going  to  a^ 
nvcT ;  yet  if  they  were  circumftanced  as 
John  was,  in  a  hot,  rocky  country,  almoft 
deftitute  of  wells  ;  if  they  had  vaft  congre- 
gations, and  no  meeiing-houfes ;  and  were 
about  to  encamp  in  the  field  a  number  of 
months,  with  their  people,  for  the  purpofe  of' 
preaching  and  of  adminift'ering  the  ordinan- 
ces of  the  gofpel — they  would,  undoubtedly,^ 
choofe  a  place,  fimilar  to  that  of  Jordan  or 
Enon.  We  cannot  therefore  infer,  from  the 
circumftances  of  the  place,  where  John  w^as 
Rationed  and  preached,  that  he  baptized  by- 
immerfion. 

The  truth  of  the  foregoing  remarks  may 
be  further  iiluflrated,  by  attending  to  the 
practice  of  Chrijl's  difciples^  previoufly  to  his- 
crucifixion.  For  while  John  was  preaching,^ 
and  adminiftering  the  ordinance  of.  baptifm, 
in  the  country  of  Enon,  they  were  preaching 
and  baptizing  in  the  land  of  Judea  ;  as  v/e 
read  in  John  iii,  22.  ''  After  theft  thwg^^  came 
^'  Jefus  and  his  difciples  into  the  land  of  JudeA\ 
"  and  there  he  tarried  ivith  them^  and  baptized:^'' 
It  was  told  John,  that  Chrift  baptized,  and  that- 
all  rnen  came  to  him.  He  mij^increafe^  re pVicd 
John,  but  I  WAift  decreafe,  John  iv,  1^  2. 
"  When,  therefore,  the  Lord  knew  how  the 
««  Pnarifees  had  heard  that  ]e:{vis>  made  and  bap^ 
"  tized  more  difciples  than  John  (Though  Jefus 
"  himfelf  baptized  not,  but  his  difciples)  he 
"  left  J  udea,  and  departed  again  into  Galilee.'* 
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It  is  undeniably  evident,  that  the  difciples 
of  Chrift,  previoufly  to  his  crucifixion,  bap- 
tized a  vajl  number  of  people.  But,  Sir,  we 
do  not  fiad  a  fingle  v^ord  faid,  about  Enon^  or 
Jordan^  or  any  other  rivtr^^  or  brook^  or 
pond  of  water.  It  is  not  even  intimated,  that 
they  ever  dipped  a  perfon,  or  that  they  ever 
went  to  a  natural  Jlrcam  or  Joiintain  of  wafer  ^ 
for  the  purpofe  of  baptizing.  What  can  be 
the  reafon  ?  Why  do  we  hear  fo  much  faid 
at  the  prefent  day,  concerning  the  baptifm 
of  John,  and  fo  little  concf;rning  the  baptifm 
of  Chrifl  ?  (John  was  a  few  months  older 
than  Chrifl,  and  began  his  miniflry  a  little 
fooner;  but  they  were  contemporaries,  and 
both  employed  in  preaching,  and  in  bap- 
tizing, at  the  fame  time,  and  among  the  fame 
people.)  We  have  already  anticipated  the 
reafon.  .  The  difciples  of  Chrill  were  not 
field  preachers.  They  were  itinerant  preach- 
ers. Chrirl:  fent  theni  Forth,  repeatedlv,  two 
and  two.  He  ordered  them  to  go  from  houfe 
to  houfe;  and  from  city  to  ci^y.  They 
preached  in  private  houfesand  fynagogues; 
and  where  they  preached,  there  they  iin- 
doubtedly  baptized.  Accordingly,  if  John 
had  been  an  itinerant  or  travelling  preacher, 
we  (hould  never  have  heard  of  his  baptizing 
people  at  Jordan,  or  Enon.  This  incident, 
on  which  the  baptifts  lay  fo  much  ftrefs, 
feems  to  have  been  wholly  owing  to  the  pe- 
culiarities of  his  education  in  the  wildernefs, 
and  of  his  circumftances  as  a  field  preacher. 


aOS-  AN   APOLOGY    FOR 

There  appears  to  have  been  a  perfe6l  con- 
fiftency  throughout  the  whole  of  John's  cha- 
raQer  and  conduft.  He  refided  in  the  wil- 
dernefs,  and  there  he  commenced  his  miniflra- 
tions — in  Bethahara^  beyond  Jordan.  But  when 
iiis  audience  became  vaftly  numerous,  and  a 
more  convenient  Ration  was  neceffary,  he  fix- 
ed his  {land  on  the  banks  of  Jordan,  and  a- 
mong  the  fmaller  ftreams  of  Enon,  Wherev- 
er he  lived,  there  he  preached  ;  and  where 
he  preached,  there  he  baptized.  It  would 
have  been  as  unnatural  for  him,  to  have  left 
the  encampment,  and  have  gone  to  a  fyna- 
gogue  or  dwelling-houfe,  in  order  to  baptize 
perfons,  as  ft  would  be  for  us,  to  leave  the 
meeting-houfe,  and  go  to  the  field,  for  that 
purpofe. 

The  difciples  of  Chrift  conduced  with  the 
fame  confiftency  and  propriety.  We  have 
no  account  of  their  going  to  a  river,  in  or- 
der  to  adminifter  the  ordinance  of  baptifm. 
M^here  they  preached,  there  they  baptized. 
And  if  minifters  of  the  gofpel,  at  the  prefent 
day,  would  be  equally  confiftent,  they  muft 
either  baptize  in  the  meeting-houfes,  where 
they  preach,  or  elfe  they  muft  become  field- 
preachers,  and  encamp  and  preach  in  the: 
field,  where  they  baptize. 

I  am,  Sir,  Sec. 


A; 
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LETTER     XX. 

SIR, 


S  was  propofed,  we  have  examined  the 
places  where  John  adminiftered  baptifm.  We 
can  find  no  circumftance,  from  which  it  ap- 
pears, that  he   did  baptize,  by  dipping   per- 
fons  under  the  water.     It  is  not  faid  that  he 
dipped  them.      It  is   not  intimated  that  any 
preparations   were  made  for  the    change   of 
drefs,  or  that  fuitable  accommodations  were 
provided  for  the  different  fexes.      The  num- 
ber baptized,  wasprodigioufly  great.    We  arc 
told,  that  Jentfalern^  the   metropolis  of   the 
nation,  and  that- (2//  Judea^   and  all  the  region 
round   about   Jordan<i    went  out   to   him,   and 
were   baptized    by    him,   in   or  at    Jordan, 
Now  it  fecms   fcarcely  fuppofable,  that  one 
man  fliould  have  had  fufficient  ftrength — that 
he  (hould  have  been  able  to  ftand  in  the  water 
day  after  day,  and  long  enough  at  a  tinie,  to 
dip  fuch  an  amazing    multitude    of   people, 
without   deftroying   his  own  heahh  and  life. 
I  do  not  fay  that  the  thing  was  abfoluiely  im- 
pra6ticable;  but  it  certainly  feems  almoft  in- 
credible, upon  natural  principles ;  and  we  have 
no  reafon  to  think,   that  John  was  favoured 
mth  flip er natural  affiftance  ;  for  it  is  exprefsly 
faid,  concerning  him,  "  that  he  did  no  miracle,'* 
On  the  other  fide,  John  has  told  us,  *'  that 
"  he  was  fent   to  baptize   with   water."     "  I 
"  indeed  baptize  you  with  water,  but  he  (hall 
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<'  baptize  you  with  the  Holy  Ghoft  and  with 
*'  fire."  This  manner  of  expreflion.  as  we 
have  already  obferved,  indicates  that  the 
water  was  ufed  as  the  inftrumental  element; 
and  applied  by  the  hand  of  John  to  the  per- 
fons  baptized.  Baptifm  with  water,  is  here 
mentioned,  as  an  emblem  of  baptifm  with  the 
Holy  Ghoft  :  The  fan6lifying  influences  of 
God's  Spirit,  are  reprefented  in  the  language 
offcripture,  as  hting  /lied  forth  and  poured  out 
Upon  mankind<i  like  rain.  This  common  rep- 
refentation  is  ftriBly  and  ftrikingly  applica- 
ble to  the  pra6lice  of  baptizing  with  water, 
according  to  the  ufual  mode  of  affufion  or 
fpr  inkling. 

Although  John  adminiftered  baptifm,  nz  or 
at  the  river  Jordan,  and  at  Enon,  neverthe- 
lefs  he  baptized  them  with  water — with  the 
water  of  Jordan  and  Enon — or  with  the  river 
Jordan^  as  that  paffage  might  have  been  tranf- 
lated ;  and  then  the  different  paflages  would 
have  correfponded.  For,  according  to  our 
tranflation,  ii  is  faid,  no  lefs  than  four  times, 
that  "  John  baptized  with  (en)  water."  We 
have  obferved,  that  the  original  prcpofition 
c?2,  which  is  often  rendered  in  and  at^  is  alfo 
frequently  tranflated  into  the  Englifh  words 
by  and  with.  The  words  by  and  xvith.)  are  com- 
monly uled  in  the  fame  fenfe,  and  denote 
the  inftrumeniality  of  the  fucceeding  word. 
In  order  to  evince  the  truth  of  this  obferva- 
tion,  on  a  former  occafion,  I  quoted  a  cer- 
tain paffage  of  fcripture,  about   the  fenfe    of 
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>/hich  there  is  no  difpute.  You  and  I,  and 
every  body  elfe,  are  entirely  agreed  as  to  its 
meaning.  Now  as  one  luch  paffage  is  of 
more  importance  in  the  prefent  controverfy, 
than  a  thoufand  doubtful  or  difputabie  paf- 
fages,  I  will  again  recite  it.  The  Jews  faid, 
"  that  our  Saviour  caft  out  devils  hy  (en) 
«  Beelzebub."  ''  Chrift  replied,  if  I  hy  (en) 
"  Beelzebub  caft  out  devils,  by  (en)  whom  do 
"  your  children  caft  them  out  ?  But  if  I 
^'  with  (en)  theJingero/Godcaft  out  devils^''  &c. 
This  fentence  is  unqueftionably^  tranflated 
right  ;  for  it  will  admit  of  no  other  tranfla- 
tion.  In  this  fhort  fentence,  we  find  the 
word,  immediately  following  the  prepofition 
€?i,  ufed  inftrumentally,  four  times.  As  the 
finger  of  God  was  the  infirument  with  which 
Chrift  caft  out  devils;  fo  water  was  probably 
the  injlnmient^  in  the  hand  of  John,  with 
which  he  adminiftered  baptifm. 

Although  John  baptized  fo  many  perfons, 
Jefus  Chnft  is  the  only  individual,  whole 
name  is  particularly  mentioned;  as  inMatthew 
iii,  16,  and  Mark  i,  9,  10.  It  is  faid  that  our 
Saviour  was  baptized  of  John  in  Jordan,  The 
Greek  prcpoGtions,  originally  ufed,  are  eis 
and  en.  and  very  frequently  lignify  at  and  to^ 
as  well  as  in  ;  a»id  are  often  tranflated  into 
each  of  thele  dilFerent  words.  However,  if 
it  fhould  be  fuppoled  that  Chiift  aQually 
ftcpped  within  the  verge  of  the  river,  this 
will  not  prove  that  he  was  dipped;  for  he 
might,  notwiihftatiding,  have  been  fprinkled. 
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It  is  further  added,  that  being  baptized^  he  went 
up^  Jlraightxvay,  out  of  the  water.  If  we  fhould 
underftand  this  expreffion  literally,  it  would 
not  decide  the  queftion,  and  determine  the 
mode  in  which  he  was  baptized.  But,  as 
none  pretend  that  our  tranilation  is  perfeft, 
it  will  be  proper  for  us  to  confult  the  original 
text.  The  Gteek  prepofition  apo,  which  is 
here  tranflated  out  of,  agreeal  y  to  its  moil 
common  fignification,  as  ufed  by  the  Apof- 
tles,  might  have  been  rendered  from.  For 
according  to  Mr.  Chaplin's  account,  our 
tranflators  have,  in  tranflaling  the  five  firft 
books  of  the  new  teftament,  tranflated  the 
original  word  apo^  into  the  Englifli  word 
from,  235  times;  and  into  the  Englifh  words 
out.  of  but  42  times ;  which  is  more  t'han^i'e 
to  one,  againft  the  prefent  tranfiation.  Now, 
Sir,  if  our  tranflators,  inftead  of  faying  that 
Jefus  was  baptized  in  Jordan,  had  faid,  that 
he  was  baptized  at,  or  with  Jordan — if,  in- 
ftead of  faying,  that  he  came  up  out  of  the 
water,  they  had  faid,  that  he  came  up  from 
the  water,  I  am  ready  to  think,  there  would 
have  been  but  very  few  baptUts  in  this  part 
of  the  country. 

But  you  tell  us,  in  your  pamphlet  upon 
clofe  communion,  ''that  no  perfon  can 
"  with  a  very  good  face  deny  that  John, 
"  Chrift-'s  forerunnei,  was  a  bcjptift.  Chrift 
<'  was  baptized  by  a  baptilt,  in  Jordan;  he  was 
"  therefore  a  bapiift.  Chrifl^'s  difciples  were 
"  baptized  in   Jordan  or  in  Enon,  and  by  a 
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'^^  baptift;  the  fair  conclufion  is,  they  all  were 
'^  baptifts."  I  prefume,  that  you  are  the  firft 
writer  of  learning  and  fenfe,  who  ever  made 
ufe  of  this  argument.  If  therefore  the  argu- 
ment has  any  merit,  it  belongs  to  you,  ex- 
clufively.  But,  Sir,  were  you  ever  acquaint- 
ed with  any  perfon,  who  aBually  denied  that 
John  was  a  bapiiil  ?  Do  not  we  all  know 
that  he  is,  repeatedly,  called  a  haptijl  ? — 
That  this  was  even  his  furname  ?  We  do  not, 
however,  know  that  Jefus  Chrifi:  was  a  bap- 
tift. He  is  no  where  denominated  a  baptift, 
in  the  facred  volume.  John,  according  to 
the  fcriptures.  was  the  only  perfon  of  that 
denomination,  during  the  age  of  Chrift  and 
ofhis  Apoftles.  -But,  in  what  fenfe  was  the 
word  baptift  originally  ufed  ?  This  is  the 
queftiop.  And  to  me  it  feems  very  ftrange, 
that  you,  who  appear  to  have  been  fo  fond 
of  confu)ting  lexicons  and  dictionaries  on 
other  occafions,  fliould  wholly  negle6l  them 
in  the  prefent  cafe.  Johnfon  and  Perry,  in 
defining  the  word,  fay,  <'  that^  a  haptijl  is  he^ 
^'  who  ad7ninifters  baptifm T  and  in  this  defini- 
tion, I  prefume,  they  agree  exaBly  with  all 
other  diQionaries,  whether  Engliih,  Latin, 
or  Greek.  The  original  Greek  word  is  bap- 
tstes ;  and  its  fignification  is  a  baptiztr^  or  he 
who  adminifters  bapiifm,  not  he  who  receives 
it.  John  adminiftered  the  ordinance  of  bap- 
iifm to  a  prodigious  number  of  people,  and 
on  this  account  he  obtained  the  furname  of 
baptift,  or  the  baptizer  ;    but  ihofe  perfoas 
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whom  he  baptized  were  never  called  baptifts. 
John  obtained  the  name  of  bapiifl  or  bap- 
tizer,  merely  in  confequence  of  the-vaft  num- 
ber that  he  in  perfon  baptized,  and  not  on 
account  of  the  mode^  in  which  he  adminifter- 
ed  the  ordinance.  This  is  another  and  dif- 
tinH  queftion,  though  always  very  improper- 
ly blended  together  by  you. 

The  difciples  of  Chrift,  confidered  con- 
jointly, adminiftered  baptifm  to  very  many 
perfons:  but  no  one  individual  among  them 
ever  baptized  a  fufficient  number,  to  obtain 
the  name  of  baptift  or  baptizer.  This  name 
was  appropriated,  by  the  Holy  GhoR,  to  John, 
as  his  peculiar  title.  Now.  Sir,  by  what  au- 
thority have  you  told  us,  that  the  difciples  of 
Chrift  were  baptiRs  ?  By  what  authority  have 
you  afferted  that  Chrift  himfelf  was  a  baptift, 
who  never  baptized  a  fingle  perfon,  in  any 
part  of  his  life  ? 

Thofe  perfons,  who  formerly  denied  the. 
lawfulnefs  and  validity  of  infant  baptifm,  and 
who  held  that  total  immerfion  was  abfoluie- 
ly  eft'ential,  v;e  find,  in  ancieiu  hiftory,  were 
called  Anahaptifts.  But  not  being  (ati:jfied 
with  this  appellation,  they  ufurped  the  name 
ofbapiifts.  We  have  no  difpofition  to  con- 
tend about  the  name.  But  in  order  to  cor- 
reft  mifreprefentations,  and  prevent  miftakes 
in  future,  it  is  neceflary  to  retain  the  original 
and  primary  fignification  of  the  word.  I 
have  therefore  ftiown,  that  the  word  baptift, 
originally  meant  a  baptizer.  or  one   v/ho  ai- 
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rdinijlered  baptifm.  Accordingly,  John  was  a 
baptift,  and  with  the  greateft  propriety  al- 
ways called  by  this  name.  But  Jefus  Cbrift 
was  not  a  baptift,  and  never  called  by  this 
name  in  the  holy  fcriptares.  You  are  proba- 
bly the  firft  perfon,  who  ever  aflerted,  pub- 
lickly,  that  Jefus  Chrift  was  a  baptift.  I  do 
not  know  whether  you  mean  to  be  under- 
ftood  according  to  the  primitive,  or  modern 
import  of  the  word.  The  affenion,  however, 
can  never  be  juflified. — What,  Sir,  fhould 
you  think  of  Robert  Barclay,  if,  in  his  Apolo- 
gy for  the  Quakers,  he  had  exprefsly  declared 
that  Jefus  Chrift  was  a  Quaker  ?  Should  you 
not  fuppofe  him  guilty  of  the  moft  audacious, 
if  not  impious,  arrogance  ?— Is  not  thisa  true 
piBure  of  your  own  condu6l  ?  Why  then, 
may  not  we  retort,  with  equal  propriety^  and 
fay,  thou  art  the  man  ?' 

The  Evangelifts  have  not  intimated,  that 
Ghrift  was  dipped — they  have  not  even  faid 
that  he  zoent  into  the  luater.  Why  then  fhould 
we  fuppofe,  that  he  came  out  of  the  uater  ?  Ic 
is  undeniably  evident,  that  the  Greek  prepo- 
fition  apo^  which  is  here  rendered  out  o/^  com- 
monly and  properly  fignifies  frcrn^  and  is 
generally  ^o  tranfiated  in  the  new  teftament. 
Jordan  is  the  place,  where  John  baptized 
him,  but  this  does  not  deligriate  (he  mode, 
in  which  his  baptifm  was  admi-niftered. 

On  the  other  fide,  it  appears  highly  proba- 
ble, from  the  nature,  defign  and  circum- 
S  2 
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(lances  of  Clirift's  baptifm,  that  he  was  adu 
ally  baptized  by  afFafion  or  fprinkling. 

Dr.  Lathrop  fays,  "  the  baptifm  of  Chrifi: 
"  was  his  public  inauguration.  Upon  this 
"  occafion.  he  was  declared,  from  heaven,  to- 
"  be  the  Son  of  God.  It  is  well  known,  that 
"  perfons  were  of  old,  by  God's  appoint- 
"  ment,  confecfated  to  public  offices  fefpe- 
"  cially  thofe  of  prophet,  pried,  and  king, 
"  whichf  Chrifl;  fuftained)  by  the  ceremony  of 
"  anointing,  or  pouring  oil  on  the  head. 
'•  The  baptifm  of  Chrifl:  anfwered  to  that 
"  ceremony.  The  prophet  Ilaiah,  fpeaking 
'•  in  the  perfon  of  Chrifl,  obferves,  chap.  Ixi, 
''  1,  The  fpirit  of  the  Lord  is  upon  me,  becaufe 
'•  he  hath  anointed  me  to  preach  good  tidings,  &c. 
'•  The  Evangelift  fays,  J-efus  being  baptized'^ 
"  came  up  from  the  water,  and  the  Spirit  of  God 
^^  defcended  upon  him,  and  a  voice  from  heaven^ 
^^  faying,  this  is  my  beloved  Son,  There  is  a 
"  plain  correfpondence  between  the  two 
*' paffjges.  Jfaiah  lays,  the  Spirit  of  God 
"  was  upon  him,  becaufe  he  was  anointed  to 
''  preach.  Matihew  fays,  the  Spirit  of  God 
''  was  upon  him,  after  he  was  baptized,  when 
*'  he  was  proclaimed  to  be  God's  Son.  His 
**  bap,tifm  was  plainly  the  anointing  foretold, 
'*  and  was  probably  performed  in  the  fame 
'•  manner  that  unBion  was.  This  account  of 
*'  Chilli's  bapti'm  is  agreeable  to  the  words 
"  of  Si.  Peter,  A6\s  x.  36,  37,  38.  The  word 
*'  which  God  fent  to  the  children  of  Ijrael,  preach- 
*^  ing  peace  by  J  fus  Chnfl ;   that  word  ye  know^ 
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^  which  began  from  Galilee^  after  the  haptifm 
^'  which  John  preached ;  how  God  anointed 
"  J'J^^^  ^hrifl  of  Nazareth,  with  the  Holy  Ghofl^- 
"  and  with  power.'" 

Although  Chrifl  was  not  a  Levite  by  birth,^ 
but  born  of  the  royal  tribe  of  Jadah,  and  a; 
priefl:  after  the  order  of  Melchizedek,  his 
baptifmal  confecration  was  indifpenfably  nec- 
efiary.  The  Apoflle,  to  the  Hebrews,  in  the 
5th  chapter,  4th  verfe,  obferves,  with  partic- 
ular  reference  to  Chrifl:,  "  No  man  taketh  this 
^*  honour  to  himfef  hut  he  that  is  called  of  God^ 
"  as  was  Aaron.''  As  Aaron  lived  under  the 
law  of  Mofes,  fo  did  Gbrift.  This  law  did 
not  allow  the  Levites  to  undertake  the  facer- 
dotal  office,  till  they  had  arrived  at  the  age 
of  twenty-five  years  and  upward.  Chrift, 
therefore, waited  untilhew^asabout  thirty  years 
old.  The  law  of  Mofes  exprefsly  required^ 
that  the  Levites  fhould  be  publickly  inaugu- 
rated and  confecrated  to  the  fervices  of  the 
fanftuary,  by  a  folemn  rite  of  purification. 
Accordingly,  Mofes,  as  he  was  commanded, 
took  Aaron  and  his  fons  and  wafhed,  or  bap- 
tized them,  before  the  afTembled  nation.  In 
conformity  to  this  Levitical  law,  our  Saviour 
was  baptized  by  John,  in  the  prefence  of 
many  wiinefTes.  John,  at  firft,  hefiiated. 
Chrifl:  explained  the  command,,  faying,  "  thus 
^  it  becomcth  us  to  fulfil  all  righteoufnef  ;  and 
'"'  then  he  fuffcred  him,''  Chrifl  had  reference 
to  all  the  inftituted  rites,  and  religious  cere- 
monies  of   the   Mofaic   law.     '^  Thus  it  be- 
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"  comeih  us  to  fulfil  all  righteoufnefs."  Her 
fpeaks  in  the  plural  number,  including  John" 
^A'iih  himfelf.  They  both  lived  under  the 
fame  law.  The  kingdom  of  heaven — the  gofpel 
inftitution,  r/.'fl5  at  hand ;  but  it  had  not  com- 
menced. Chrifi:  was  therefore  baptized,  in 
obedience  to  a  religious  riie  of  the  Mofaic 
difpenfation,  whfch  was  not  yet  abrogated, 
but  dill  in  fall  force.  When  an  infant, 
he  was  circumcifed  ;  and  being  the  firfl-born, 
he  was  dedicated  to  God  in  his  temple. 
"When  twelve  years  old",  he  obferved  the 
paffover.  This  was  probably  ihe  firft  lime  ; 
and  he  would  not  negleB  the  laft  opportuni- 
ty, although  it  happened  on  the  very  night, 
in  which  he  was  betrayed  to  death.  Thus^ 
uniformly  and  ftriftly,  he  obferved  every 
ritual^  as  well  as  moral  precept,  of  God's 
law. 

The  various  purifications,  which  Mofes 
performed  and  required,  we  have  (hown,  are 
exprefsly  called  haptijm^  by  ihe  Apoftle,  in 
the  original.  When  Mofes  baptized  Aaron 
and  his  fons,  he  faid,  in  the  prefence  of  the 
whole  congregation,  '•  This  is  the  thing,  ichich 
'•  ihe  Lord  h^th  commanded  to  be  done.''  It  is 
likely,  that  John  uCed  the  fame  prefcript  form 
of  folemn  words,  v/hen  he  baptized  Chrift. 
The  baptifm  of  Aaron  and  his  fons  was  inau- 
gural. So  was  ihe  bapiifm  of  Chrift.  It  was 
his  confecration  and  induQion  to  publick  of- 
fice. He  was,  hereby,  \€g'i\\y  called  of  God — 
anointed  and  auihorizedj  as  was  Aaron,  to  un- 
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dertake  bi*s  official  miniftrations.      And  nowj 
Sir,  if  you  uill  take  your  bible  in  band,  and 
turn  to  tbe  8th  cbapter  of  the  book  of  Num- 
bers, you  will  there  find  in  what  mode, .or  man- 
ner, \.\\\sbaptifm\idiS,  adminii^ered.    The  chap- 
ter, in  general,  relates  to  the  confecra;ion  of 
tbe    Levites;    but    tbe    5tb5    6th,    and    ^ih 
verfes     have     an     explicit     and     patticular 
reference    to   the    mode,  in  which  Mofes  was. 
exprefsly  commanded   to  apply  and    ufe   the 
confecrating   water.       "  And  the  Lord  fpake 
^^  unto  Mofes,  faying,  take  the   Levites  from  <2- 
"  mong  the  children  of  Ijratl,  and  cleanfe  them  ; 
*'  and  thusjhalt  thou  do  unto  ihcm^to  cleanfe  them; 
"  fprinklc  water  of  purifying  upon  them"' — Sprin- 
kle zvatcr  of  purifying  upon  them,    Sec.       It  is 
true,  ihat  the  Levites  were  ordered  to   xvafh 
their  clothes  and  make  themf elves  chan  ;   and  on 
all  fucceeding  occafions,  before   they  enter- 
ed the   tabernacle   or   inner  court   of   GodV 
houfe,  they  were  exprefsly  required  to  wa^i 
their    hands   and  feet  at  the  laver.      But  that 
wafhing*  or  purihcaiion,  or  cleanfing,  or  bap- 
tifm,  which   was  tbe  facred  rite  of  confer  ation,. 
and  which    Mofes   ad  mini  fte  red  with  his  own 
hand,  was  performed  by  fprinkling  the  water  of ' 
purifying  upon  them.     This  argument,  in  con- 
nexion   with    others,     I    think,     fufficiently 
proves,  that  jefns  Chrift  was  baptized  by  af- 
fufion  or  fprinkling.    The  law  did  not  require 
dipping.       It     exprefly    required    fprinkling. 
*^  Chnfi  did  not  come   to  de/iroy  the  law  and  the. 
^^- prophets,  but  to  fulfil  them  in  every  iota,  aiid- 
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^^  tit  tie  y  He  was  baptized  with  water,  and" 
at  the  fame  time  ivith  the  Floly  Ghoft.  The 
Spirit  of  God  defcended  vifibly,  and  lighted 
upon  him,  in  the  form  of  a  dove,  and  ratified, 
with  an  audible  voice,  that  folemn  tranfaftion. 
1  am.  Sir,  &c. 


LETTER     XXI. 
SIR, 

A  HAVE  juft  hinted  that  the  baptifrn  of 
John  was  a  religious  rite  under  the  Mofaic 
difpenfation.  This  difpenfation  lafted  until 
the  death  of  Chrift.  Our  Lord  having  arifen 
from  the  dead,  inftituted  the  chriftian  bap- 
tifrn. He  commifTioned  and  comn>anded  the 
Apoftles-  to  difciple,  and  baptize  all  nations,  in 
the  name  of  the  Father,  and  of  the  Son,  and  of  the 
Holy  Ghoft.  The  fubjeQs  of  baptifrn  are 
here  expreffed  in  the  moft  general  and  com- 
prehenfive  terms,  v/nich  evidently  include 
perfons  of  all  ages  and  of  both  fexes.  We 
have  endeavoured  to  (how  that  the  word 
baptize  fignifi-es  to  wet  or  wafh,  facramental- 
iy,  without  being  reftriQed  in  its  nyca.ning,  to 
any  particular  mode  of  applying  or  ufing  the 
water.  But  you  fay,  that  there  can  be  no 
true  and  valid  bapiifm,  without  a  total  dip- 
ping or  immerfion; — that  all  other  modes 
of  baptizing  are  a  mere  nullity,  although  ad- 
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miniftered  by  zfuitahk  perfon,  and  to  a  proper 
fubjeft,  and  in  the  name  of  the  Holy  Trinity, 
Sentiments  of  fuch  nature  and  tendency  need 
the  cleareft  and  moft  unqueftionable  proof. 
We  have,  in  vain,  fearched  for  this  proof  in 
the  baptifm  of  John.  Let  us  now  examine 
the  feverai  inftances  recorded  in  the  new 
teftament,  fince  the  inftitution  of  the  chriftian 
baptifm ;  and  fee  if  we  can  find  any  certain 
and  indubitable  evidence,  that  the  Apoftles 
did  always  dip,  or  immerfe  totally  under 
water,  thofe  perfons  whom  they  baptized. 

The  firft  inftance  of  baptifm,  that  occursj 
happened  at  the  feaft  of  Pentecoft,  ten  days 
after  the  afcenfion  of  Jefus  Chrift.  On  this 
occafion,  the  Apoftles  preached  their  firft  fer- 
mons;  and  on  the  fame  day  adminiftered 
baptifm  to  three  thoufand  perfons.  Some 
fuppofe  they  were  dipped.  Others  believe 
they  were  probably  baptized  by  afFufion  or 
fprinkling.  The  infpired  writers  have  not 
told  us  in  what  mode  the  ordinance  of  bap- 
tifm was  adminiftered.  We  have  nothing  to 
direft  and  affift  us  in  forming  our  opinion^ 
but  the  circumftances  of  the  cafe.  It  is  not 
in  my  power,  to  difcover  a  fingle  incident, 
which,  in  the  leaft  degree,  indicates  that  they 
were  dipped.  The  Apoftles  were  not  field- 
preachers.  They  did  not,  like  John,  encamp 
and  preach  on  the  bank  of  a  river;  but  in 
Jerufalem,  twenty  miles  from  Jordan  and 
Enon.  It  is  not  (aid  that  the  people  went  to 
any  ftream  of  water ;  or  to  any  natural  or 
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artificial  fountain  of  water,  in  order  to  be 
baptized.  Indeed,  it  is  not  intimated  that 
they  left  the  city,  or  even  the  houfe,  where 
the  Apoftles  had  been  preaching.  There  is, 
certainly,  no  evidence  or  intimation,  of  any 
kind,  that  they  were  dipped.  The  fuppofi- 
tion,  therefore,  appears  to  us  very  improba- 
ble. The  improbability  is  greatly  increafed, 
when  we  colifider  the  fhortnefs  of  the  time, 
and  want  of  conveniences.  It  was  a  fur- 
prizing  emergency ;  and  wholly  unexpefted, 
by  the  preachers  and  by  the /hearers.  No 
previous  arrangements  or  preparations  had 
been  made  by  them,  for  the  change  of  drefs. 
No  bathing  places  had  been  befpoken  or 
provided.  Jerufalem  was  an  inland  city,  at  a 
diftancefrom  the  fea  fide, and  from  any  river; 
and  its  inhabitants  were  generally  hoftile  to 
the  caufe  of  chriftianity.  Where  then,  could 
three  thoufand  perfons,  principally  foreign- 
ers, from  fifteen  different  nations,  on  a  fud- 
den,  procure  the  conveniences  neceffary  for 
immerfion  ?  Dr.  Gill  attempts  to  furmount 
thefe  difficuliies,  by  fuppofing  that  baths, 
and  that  the  ten  lavers  and  molten  fea  of  the 
temple,  werepiobably  obtained,  and  ufed  as 
dipping  places,  on  this  occafion,  by  the 
ApoUles.  But  he  feems  to  have  forgotten, 
that  thofe  public  cifterns  were  in  the  poflef- 
fion  of  the  jeuifli  rulers  and  priefls,  the  moft 
inveterate  enemies  of  Chrift  and  of  his  re- 
ligion— that  they  were  made  and  referved, 
in  order  to   contain  clean  water  for  various 
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tifes;  and  in  particular,  for  the  piirpofe  of 
wafliing  their  facrifices,  and  alfo  the  hands 
and  feet  of  the  Levites,  Sec.  Accordingly, 
Dr.  Wilier,  and  Dr.  Lightfoot,  and  other 
learned  writers  upon  this  fubjeft,  have  in- 
formed us,  that  thofe  capacious  refervoirs 
were  provided  with  fpouts  or  cocks,  by  means 
of  which  the  water  was  drawn  out  for  the 
purpofes  aforefaid.  We  have  no  reafon  to 
think,  that  they  were  ever  intended  or  ufed 
as  dipping  places. 

The  fpace  of  time,  which  the  Apoftles  had, 
for  baptizing  fuch  a  vaft  multitude  of  people, 
appears  to  have  been  very  fhort.     The  Jews 
divided  their  day.  which  confifted  of  twelve 
hours,  into     four    quarters,    afligning  three 
hours  to  each  quarter.     Each  of  thefe  quar- 
ters  derived   its   nam:    from  that  particular 
hour,   when   it   commenced.       The    fecond 
quarter  began  with  the  third  hour,  and  was 
called  the  third  hour^  and  laded  till  the  ninth 
hour;    that   is,    according  to  our  method  of 
computing    time,    from     nine    until    twelve 
o'clock.     This  divifion  of  the  day  into  quar- 
ters was  particularly  obferved  on  their  great 
and    (blemn    feftivais.     The  commencement 
of  each  quarter,  viz.  the  third,  the  fixth,  and 
the  ninth  hour,  on  thefe  occafions,  was  pro- 
claimed bv  the  found  of  a  trumpet.      When 
Peter,  therefore,  faid,  it  is  the  third  hour  of 
the  day,  we   naturally  fuppofe  that  he  meant 
th^,  fecond  quarter^  which  began  at  nine  o'clock 
in  the  morning,  and  lulled  till  noon. 
T 
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The  difciples  probably  came  together  int« 
one  place,   at  the  beginning  of  this  quarter, 
which  was  at    nine    o'clock — the   very  time 
when  the  Jews  offered  their  morning   facri- 
fice  and   morning    prayer.       A    miraculous 
noife  and  appearance  enfued.     The   report 
of  what  had  happened,    foon   fpread  abroad. 
A  numerous  aCTembly  was  colleded,  compo- 
fed  of  Jews  and  profelytes,  from  almofl  every 
nation.     We  are  not  told,   what  number  of 
the  Apoftles  preached ;  but  it  is  particularly 
menlioned,  how  every   man    of  that  mixed 
multitude  heard    ihem   fpeak  in  his  own  na- 
tive language.     After  this,   Peter  delivered 
his  fermon  ;    a  brief  epitome  of  which  is  re- 
corded in  the  fecond  chapter  of  AQ;s.     The 
facred  hiftorian  does  not  pretend  to  give  the 
whole  difcourfe,  but  exprefsly  tells  us,  "  that 
'^  with  many  other  words^  he  did  teflify  and  exhort 
"  them^  G?c."      The  auditory  was  aftonifhed ; 
''  And  they  who  gladly    received  the  word  were 
"  baptized  ;  and  the  fame  day^  there  were  added 
"  unto  them  about  three  thoufand  fouls,''     Now^, 
when  we  attend  to  all  thele  circumftances,  it 
evidently   appears,   that  the  day   mud  have 
been  far  fpent,   before   the   Apoftles   could 
proceed   to   the   adminiftration    of   baptifm. 
Many  perfons  have  thought,  and  ftill  ihii^k, 
there  was  not  fufficient  time   remaining,  for 
the  purpofe  of  baptizing  fo  many  perlons, 
according  to  the  flow  method  of  immerfion. 
We  ought  to  confider,  that  it  was  not  a  pre- 
concerted plan — an  experiment,  in  order  ta 
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fee  with  how  great  difpatch  the  ordinance  of 
haptifm  might  be  adminiftered.  The  candi- 
dates were  not  examined  on  a  previous  day, 
and  every  thing  prepared  and  made  ready 
before  hand.  The  Apoflles  preached — the 
people  afifembled  and  heard  ihem — they  were 
convinced — jhey  profeffed  their  faiih  and 
repentance,  and  received  baptifm.  It  is  not 
faid,  nor  intimated,  that  they  went  lo  the 
temple,  or  to  any  pubh'e  or  private  baths,  in 
order  to  be  bapuzed.  No  preparations  had 
been  made — no  river  was  near  ;  nor  is  it  like- 
ly there  were  any  conveniences  for  dipping; 
and  certainly  they  had  but  very  little  time; 
and  yet  the  Apoftles  baptized  three  thoufand 
perfons,  on  the  fame  day,  having  previoufly 
delivered  a  number  of  difcourfes.  There  is 
not  the  leaft  indication,  that  thefe  perfons 
were  dipped  ;  or  that  they  removed  to  any 
particular  place,  for  faid  purpofe.  The  or- 
dinance  of  baptifm  was  undoubtedly  admin- 
iftered at  the  very  houfe,  where  they  firft  af- 
fembled;  and  probably  byaffufion  or  fprink- 
ling.  For  this  houfe  was  the  place,  and  af- 
fufion  was  the  mode,  in  which  the  Apojlks 
had  now  been  publicklyand  vifiblv  baptized, 
by  the  [hedding  forth  and  pouring  out  of  God's 
Spirit  upon  them^  agreeably  to  the  prediction 
of  Chril^,-or  John,  and  of  other  prophets. 

Secondly^  we  proceed  to  confider  the  bap- 
tifm of  St,  Paul,  and  the  circumftances  which 
attended  it,  as  recorded  in  A8:s  ix,  17,  18, 
19,     ^*  Ananias  went  his  way,  and  entered 
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*'  into  the  houfe  ;  and,  putting  his  hands  on 
"  him,  faid,  Brother  Saul,  the  Lord,  even 
^  Jefus,  that  appeared  unto  thee  in  the  way, 
''  as  thou  cameft,  hath  fent  me,  that  thou 
"  mighteft  receive  thy  fight,  and  be  filled 
'•  with  the  Holy  Ghofl.  And  immediately 
'•  there  fell  from  his  eyes,  as  it  had  been 
*'  fcales ;  and  he  received  fight  forthwith^ 
"  and  aroTe  and  was  baptized.  And  when 
*'  he  had  received  meat  he  was  ftrengchened." 
It  is  not  faid,  that  they  proceeded  to  any 
river  or  ftream,  or  fountain  of  water.  In- 
deed, it  is  not  intimated  that  they  left  the 
houfe,  or  even  the  room  where  Paul  had 
lodged,  for  the  purpofe  of  baptizing  him. 
Thefe  are  circumftances  of  great  importance, 
and,  if  ihey  had  aflually  happened,  would 
undoubtedly  have  been  meniioned. 

On  the  other  fide,  every  incident  attend- 
ing the  cafe,  indicates  that  he  was  baptized 
by  affufion  or  fprink'ing.  Three  days  had 
elapfedfince  his  arrival  at  Damafcus.  Du- 
ring this  interval  he  was  blind,  and  ate  and 
drank  nothing.  Having  been  baptized,  we 
are  told,  he  received  meal,,  and  was  flrerigthened ; 
which  expreflion  fbows  that  he  had  been 
greatly  weakened.  Now,  is  it  probable,  that 
a  perfon  thus  exhaufted  and  enfeebled  by 
long  fading,  and  by  extreme  anxiety  and 
agitation  of  mind,  would  be  in  a  fuitable 
condition  for  going  abroad,  and  for  receiv- 
ing baptifm  by  immerfion  ? 


I*NFANT    BAPTISM.  221 

Bill  it  is  faid  that  he  arofe,  which  circum- 
ftance,  the  baptifts  fuppofe,  intimates  that  he 
was  dipped — Slender  argument! — great  mif- 
take  !  The  facred  hiftorian  informs  us,  that 
Saul  arofe.  He  adds  no  more.  Here  he 
ftops ;  and  here  let  us  ftop.  It  is  not  inti- 
mated that  he  moved  a  Tingle  ftep.  Influ- 
enced by  a  fuitable  refped  and  veneration 
for  Jefas,  whom  he  had  perfecuted,  and  for 
a  chriftian  inftitution.  and  for  the  holy  Apof- 
tle,  he  arofe, — Although  weak  and  debilitated, 
with  great  propriety  of  conduB,  he  arofe 
from  his  feat  or  couch,  and  ftood  upon  his 
feet ;  and  in  this  (landing,  reverential  poflure, 
received  from  the  hand  of  Ananias,  the  fa- 
crament  of  baptifm.  This,  Sir,  is  the  fcrip- 
tural  account,  Ananias  found  Paul  in  the 
houfe  of  Judas— delivered  his  mcflage,  and 
laid  his  hands  on  him — he  j-eceived  his  fg hi  forth" 
with;   and  arofe  J  and  was  baptized. 

Thirdly.  While  Peter  was  preaching  the 
gofpel  at  the  houfe  of  Cornelius,  the  Centu- 
rion, a  Gentile,  we  are  told,  the  Holy  Ghofl 
fell  on  them,'  who  heard  him.  The  Apoftle, 
perceiving  what  had  happened,  exclaimed, 
AEis  X.  47.  "Can  any  man  forbid  vjater  that 
""  th(f  fJiould  not  be  baptized,  who  have  received  the 
^^  Holy  Ghofl,  as  well  as  we  .?"  Pt^ier  does  not 
fay,  can  any  man  forbid  us  the  ufe  of  his 
brook  or  bathing  place  ?  He  does  not  fay, 
can  any  man  forbrd  our  going  into,  or  through 
his  field  ?  But  can  any  man  forbid  water  ? 
This  manner  of  expreffion  is  not  applicable 
T  2- 
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to  the  mode  of  dipping,  nor  to  the  common 
pra8:ice  of  leaving  the  houfe,  and  of  going 
forth  to  a  river  or  pool,  for  the  purpofe  of 
immeffion.  But,  as  Dr.  Ofgood  juftly  ob- 
ferves,  "He  exprelTes  himfeif  in  the  very 
"  words  which  we  fhould  expeQ  one  of  onr 
"  minifters  would  have  ufed  under  fimilar 
'^  circumftances ;  can  any  man  forbid  water^ 
"  that  is,  forbid  its  being  brought  into  the 
"  room  ?  Is  not  this  the  moft  natural  and  ob- 
"  vious  meaning — an  idea  which  the  form 
"  of  words  and  mode  of  expreflion  inftantly 
"  and  fully  excite  in  our  minds  ?  According- 
*'  ly,  there  is  no  hint  of  their  going  abroad, 
"  or  of  any  other  preparation,  in  order  to 
'*  their  being  baptized,  but  that  of  bringing 
*'  a  little  water  inK)  the  room.  The  hiftory 
'•  leads  us  to  believe,  that  this  was  performed 
'•  at  the  verv  juntlure  when  Peter  propofed 
••  it,  and  in  the  very  apartment  in  which  they 
'*  were  then  ^ffembled." 

We  well  know,  how  ftrongly  the  believing 
Jews  and  profelytes  were  prejudiced  againft 
the  uncircumcifed  Geniiles.  Peter  there- 
fore appeals  to  their  reaion  and  confciences 
on  I  his  ocCcjfioD,  faying,  "  can  any  man  for- 
"  bid  waierihai  thefe  fhould  not  be  baptized, 
.*'  iA:ho  hii-de  received  the  Holy  Ghojl  as  well  as 
'•  ac  ?'  Who  among  us  can  any  longer  ob- 
ject ?  W^ill  any  one  prohibit  the  providing 
»i  waier,  or  rtfure  to  biing  it  for  the  pur- 
poie  of  baptizing  thefe  perlbns — thefe  Gen- 
ulci,  wi.o  [jave  been  baptized  with  the  Holy 
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Ghoft,  as  well  as  we  ?  He  evidently  alludes 
to  the  very  mode  in  which  they  had  received 
this  fpiritual  bapiifin  ;  as  in  the  44th  and  45th 
verfes.  "  While  Peter  yet  Tpake  thefe  words, 
"  the  Holy  Ghoii  fell  on  all  thern  that  heard 
'^  the  word.  And  they  of  the  circumcifion, 
"  who  believed,  were  aftonifhed.  becaufe  that 
'^  on  the  Gentiles  alfo  was  poured  out  the  gift  of 
«  the  Holy  Ghojlr  This  baptifm,  by  the  afFu> 
fion  of  God's  Spirit,  filenced  every  objeftion. 
As  Peter  and  his  circumcifcd  hearers,  had 
been  baptized  by  the  fJiedding  and  pouring  out 
of  the  Holy  Ghoft,  at  the  feaft  of  Pentecod, 
fo  his  uncircurncifed  gentile  hearers  were 
now  baptized,  by  having  the  fame  ^^'n'n  poured 
out  upon  them.  They  accordingly  had  the  fame 
right  to  be  bapiized  with  water.  We' are 
told,  the  Holy  Ghoft  fell  on  them  that  heard 
him  ;  and,  if  we  may  be  allowed  to  ufe  the 
language  of  fcripture,  his  influences  fell  like 
rain.  It  is  highly  probable,  that  the  Apof- 
tle  applied  the  baptifmal  v^ater  to  thofe  per- 
fons  thus  baptized  with  ihe  Holy  Spirit,  after 
a  fimilar  manner. 

The  facred  fcriptures  commonly  join  bap^ 
tifm  with  water,  and  baptifm  with  the  Holy 
Ghoft  together-  as  correfpondent  parts  of 
each  other,  and  exprefs  them  by  the  fame 
word,  and  defcribe  ihem,  as  to  their  mode,  in 
the  fame  way.  St.  Peter  has  exprefsly  told 
us,  in  what  manner  Cornelius  and  his  friends 
were  baptized  by  the  Holy  Ghod,  viz.  by 
fliedding,  pouring,  &c.      Accordingly,  the 
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afFufion  or  fprinkling  of  water  upon  them,^ 
was  (he  mod  ftriking  reprefentation  of  their 
fpiriiual  baptifm,  and  of  courfe  a  very  fuiia- 
ble    and   proper  mode    of    baptizing,    and,- 
probably,  the  mode  which  he  adopted. 

Fourthly.  The  next  inftance   of  baptizing, 
which  we  fhall  here  note,  is  that  of  the  jailer 
and  his  family.     It  is  mentioned  in  A6ls  16. 
According  to   the  account  given   us  by  St.- 
Luke,  they  were  baptized  at  home — at  mid- 
night— the  w^ry  fame  hour  in  which  they  be-- 
lieved.     A   terrible  earthquake  had  happen- 
ed.    The  keeper  of  the   prifon   was   greatly- 
aftonifhed  ;   and  being  convinced  and  con- 
verted to  the  chrift'ian  faith,  by  the  preach-- 
ing  of  Paul  and  Silas,  he  and  all  his  were  bap- 
tized fir  aightzv  ay.       Now,   how   can   we   fup- 
pofe,  that  they  were  dipped;    or   that  they^^ 
left  the  jail  and  went  away  to  fome  conven- 
ient place,   for  that   purpofe  ?     Nothing  of' 
this  nature  is  intimated,  and  no  fingle  circum- 
Ilance    appears    to   favour   the    fuppofition,  • 
Their  baptifm  was  adminiftered  in   the  dead  • 
of  the    night,   while   the  whole  city  was  un- 
doubtedlv   alarmed,   and  in  the  greateft  per- 
turbation.    Befides,  the  Apoftles,  but  a  little 
before  this  event,  had  been  feverely  beaten 
with    rods,    and   fo  abufed,   that  when  leave 
was  granted  ihem,  on  the  enfuing  day,  to  de- 
part, thev  abfolutely  refufed,  until  the  magis^ 
trates  fhould  come,  thniifclves,  and  fetch  them  oicL 
This  clearly  indicates,  that  they  had  not,  pre- 
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vioufly,  in  a  clandeftine  manner,  quitted  the 
prifon  and  returned. 

"You  will  perhaps  fay,  there  was  a  bath,. 
for  the  purpofe  of  dipping  perfons,  within 
the  limits  of  the  jail."  If  an  infpired  writer 
had  told  us  fo,  I  fiiould  certainly  believe 
him  ;  but  we  have  no  reafon  to  he  wife^  in 
this  matter,  above  what  is  written.  It  is,  how- 
ever, faid,  that  the  keeper  of  t lie  prifon  fprang 
in  tremblings  and  brought  them  out.  This  is 
true.  He  brought  them  out  of  the  ftocks — 
the  dungeon — the  inner  prifon,  where  he 
had  confined  them  without  any  particular 
orders.  He  brought  them  into  a  room  of 
more  liberty  and  better  accommodations. 
Here  the  Apoftles  fpake  to  him^  and  to  all 
his  houfehold.  Here  he  believed,  and  here 
ke  and  all  his  were  baptized^  for aightway.  Aficr 
they  had  received  baptifm,  it  feems  the  jii- 
ier  proceeded, a  little  further,  and  brought 
the  Apoftles  into  hi-s  own  houfe,  which  un- 
doubtedly adjoined,  and  was  within  the 
bounds  of  their  coiifinement.  Here  he  fet 
meat  before  them,  &:c.  It  is  not  faid,  nor 
even  hinted,  that  they  were  dipped.  But  ev- 
ery circumftance  feems  to  intimate,  that  they 
were  baptized  by  fprink'ing. 

Fifothly.  We  procred  to  confider  that  v;ell 
known  (lory  of  Philip  and  ihe  Eunuch,  on 
which  the  baptifts  put  fo  much  dependence. 
This  is  the  07?/)/  injlancc  mtuCiontd  in  the  new 
teftament,  after  the  chriftian  bapiifm  was 
inftiiutedj  where   it  is  faid  or  intimated,  that 
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any  perfon  was  baptized  at  a  natural  llream 
or  fountain  of  water  ;  and  when  we  attend  to 
the  peculiar  and  very  uncommon  circum- 
Aances  of  the  cafe,  it  will  not  appear  to  fa^ 
vour  the  mode  of  dipping,  any  more  than 
that  of  fprinkling.  Philip  and  the  Eunuch 
were  riding  in  the  fame  chariot.  W  hen  they 
had  come  wiihin  fight  of  water,,  the  Eunuch 
obferved  ;  "  See  here  is  watery  what  doth  hin- 
*  der  me  from  being  baptized  P''  Philip  told  him, 
that  if  he  belifved  with  all  his  hearty  he  might. 
The  Eunuch  replied,  "  /  believe  that  Jefus 
^*  Chrijl  is  the  Son  of  God.'''  There  being  no 
objeQion,  he  now  commanded  the  chariot  tojland 
jlill  Which  exprefTions  plainly  fhow,  that 
they  had  not  flopped,  nor  arrived  at  the 
water,  (as  Dr.  Gill  pretends)  when  the  quef- 
tion  was  firfl  propofed  by  the  Eanuch.  They 
had  come  to  ihcjight  of  water,  but  not  to 
the  place  where  the  water  was.  According 
to  our  tranflation,  '^  They  boih  went  down^ 
"  into  the  water,  both  Philip  and  the  Eu- 
"  nuch,and  he  baptized  him.  And  vi^hen  they 
"  were  come  up  out  of  the  v/ater,  the  Spirit 
*'  of  the  Lord  caught  away  Philip,"  Sec. 
ARs,  8ih  chapter. 

The  baptifls  take  it  for  granted,  that  Phil- 
ip dipped  the  Eunuch.  Bat  the  facred  hif- 
torian  has  not  laid  that  he  dipped  him.  It  is 
remarkable,  that  the  fame  form  of  words  is 
ufed  with  icfpecl  to  Philip,  as  is  uied  with. 
refpe8  to  the  Eunuch,  "  They  both  went. 
'*  down  into  the  water,  and  they  both  came 
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*«  up  out  of  the  water."     But  it  is  not  pre^ 
tended,  that  both  were  dipped.      This  man- 
ner  of   expreffion   does   not  determine  the 
mode  in  which   the   Eunuch  was  baptized. 
They  might,  perhaps,  go  a  little  way  into  the 
"water,  in  order  to  obtain  clean  water,  for  the 
purpofe  of  fprinkling.     It  is  not  likely  that 
they  were   provided   with  a  change   of  rai- 
ment, nor  is  it  certain,   that  the  water  was 
fuitable  for  dipping.      There  are,  compara- 
tively, but  very  few  dreams,  upon  our  roads^ 
of  fufficient  and  fuitable  depth,  for  the  pur- 
pofe of  total  immerfion.     The    fuppofidon-, 
however,   that   they  adaally  went   into   the 
water,   at  all,  is  wholly  without  proof.     The 
words  here  rendered  iytto  and  out  of<i    might 
have  been  rendered  to  diud  from.      This  is  a 
truth  beyond  difpute,  and  well  known  to  ev- 
ery one  who  is  acquainted  with    the    Greek, 
The  Greek  prepofiiion  ezs,   fignifies   to,    and 
unto,  as  well  as  into.      We  read  in  John  xx, 
4,5,  "That   the  other  difciple  did   out-run 
*'  Peter,  and  came  firft  to  (eis)  the  fepulchre, 
^^ yet  went  net  in.'"      Every  perfon  perceives, 
that  the  word   eis,   in   this   place,   is    rightly 
tranflated.     For  if  our  tranflators  had  fubfli- 
tuied  the  prepofiiion  into,  in  the  room  of  to^ 
it  would  have  occafioned  the  moft  palpable 
abfurdity  and  contradidion.     Although   the 
Greek    prepofiiion    eis,    is    moft    commonly 
tranflated  into,  yet  it  is  very  frequently  ren- 
dered  to   and  unto  ;    and   no   lels  than  285 
limes,  in  the  five  firfl  books  of  the  new  te(^ 
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tament,  as  Mr.  Chaplin  informs  us ;  and  even 
in  this  very  chapter^  which  has  reference  to 
the  baptifm  of  the  Eunuch,  it  is  rendered  to 
and  unto,  fix  times,  and  into  only  once  ;  a  cir- 
cumftance  that  is  very  remarkable.  Again, 
the  Greek  prepofition  ek^  which  is  here  ren- 
dered out  of  is  mofi;  commonly  and  properly 
tranflated  from.  It  is  rendered  Jrom  102 
times,  and  out  of  but  77  times,  in  the  five 
firft  books  of  the  new  teftament.  Rivers 
and  ponds  always  lie  in  vallies.  According- 
ly, when  converfing  or  writing  about  them, 
we  naturally  accommodate  our  language  to 
their  fituaiion.  We  always  defcend  or  go 
down,  when  approaching  toward  a  natural 
ftream  or  foui^tain  of  water  ;  and  always  af- 
cend  or  covie  up^  when  we  return  from  them. 
But  nothing  can  be  more  trifling,  than  to  in- 
fer the  mode  oF  baptifm  from  the  fignifica- 
tion  of  the  words  into  and  out  of  as  here  ren- 
dered by  our  tranflators.  I  do  not  mean^ 
Sir,  to  tax  you  wiih  thus  trifling,  for  the  a- 
forefaid  inference  has  never  been  fo  much  as 
once  hiiucd  at,  in  your  feven  fermons. 

It  will,  perhaps,  be  enquired,  why  the 
Eunuch  did  not  flop  at  fome  private  houfe 
for  the  purpofe  of  being  baptized?  There 
could  be  no  need  of  this.  Befides,  the  Eu- 
nuch was  at  a  great  diftance  from  home — - 
among  (hai-gers,  who  were  probably,  at  that 
time,  ignorant  of  the  chriRian  religion,  or 
elfe  its  inveterate  enemies  and  oppofers. 
It  is  not  however  certain^  that  he  paffed  by 
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any  houfe,  while  in  company  with  Philip; 
for  the  country,  between  Jerufalem  and  Ga- 
za, is  exprefsly  called  defcrt.  But  why  did 
not  the  Eunuch  omit  being  baptized  until  he 
liad  reached  his  own  houfe  ?  Becaule  he 
lived  in  a  remote,  heathen  land,  where  there 
was  no  Apoftle  or  perfon  authorized  to  ad- 
minifter  the  facrament  of  baptifm.  Philip 
evidently  conduQ;ed  with  the  ftri6left  pro- 
priety. It  does  not  appear  that  he  went  out 
of  his  way  a  fingle  rod,  in  order  to  obtain 
water  for  the  purpofe  of  baptizing;  but  a8:- 
ed,  in  this  refpe8,  as  all  his  predeceffors  had 
done.  He  baptized  the  Eunuch  upon  the 
rrfkd,  by  the  fide  of  his  chariot,  in  which  he 
had  been  journeying  and  preaching;  and 
thus  any  prudent  minifter  would  do,  in  (imi- 
lar  circumftances,  at  the  prefent  day,  even  if 
the  mode  of  adminiftering  baptifm  were  that 
of  fprinkling. 

Sixthly  and  lajlly.  We  are  informed,  in 
Ads,  i6th  chapter,  that  Lydia  and  her  houfe- 
hold  were  baptized  in  the  very  place,  where 
Paul  had  been  preaching  ;  wHch  was  a  pub- 
lick  building,  ereded  near  the  river,  for  the 
purpofe  of  prayer  and  religious  exercifes. 
The  Jews  had  Oatt'iv  fynagogucs -AVid.  ihciv  profeu- 
dies.  Their  fynagogues  were  commonly  built 
in  cities  and  villages.  Thi^'ir  pro fcuches  were 
generally  ereded  at  a  little  diliance  from 
other  houfes,  being  intended  for  private  as 
well  as  public  devotion.  We  are  told^  that 
9iir  SavLOur  continued  all  night  in  prayer  to  God, 
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The  original  is,  "  he  continued  all  night  in  a 
"  profeuche  of  God."  We  read,  that  Paul  and 
Timothy  "  went  out  of  the  city  on  the  fab- 
''  bath  day,  by  a  river's  fide,  -where  prayer  was 
''  wont  to  be  madeJ"  According  to  the  origin- 
al Greek,  "  they  went  out  of  the  city  to  a 
'•  profeuche  on  the  river's  fide."  It  was  a 
houje  of  prayer^  e  reeled  for  the  worfhip  and 
fervice  of  God.  It  was  in  this  building,  that 
Paul  fpake  to  the  wo^nen  who  reforted  thither. 
Here  Lydia  believed;  and  here  JJic  and  her 
hoifehold  were  baptized. 

We  often  meet  with  ignorant,  prejudiced 
people,  who  are  ready  to  imagine,  that  St* 
Paul  delivered  the  aforefaid  exhortation  in 
the  open  field — on  the  brink  of  the  river,  in 
which  they  fuppofe  perfons  had  been  pre- 
vioufly  and  frequently  dipped;  and,  confe- 
quently,  that  prayer  was  wont  to  be  made  at 
faid  place.  This  is  a  great  miftake.  Philip- 
't)i  was  not  a  Jewifh,  but  Grecian  city — the 
capital  of  Macedonia,  and  at  a  great  diftance 
from  jerufalem.  St.  Paul  was  the  firft  Apof- 
tle  who  ever  preached  in  that  city;  and  the 
inftance,  wc  have  mentioned,  was  very  foon 
after  his  firft  arrival,  and  probably  the  firll 
difcourfe  that  he  delivered.  Lydia  was  un- 
doubtedly the  firft  convert,  and  the  very  firft 
perfon,  to  whom  the  chriftian  baptifm  was 
ever  adminiftcred  in  that  place. 

Philippi  being  a  place  of  bufinefs,  a  num- 
ber of  Jews  and  profelytes  refided  there,  for 
the  fake  of  trade*     Jult  without  the  limits  of 
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tlie  city,  near  a  river,  they  ereQed  a  pro- 
ftuche^  orboufeof  prayer;  to  which,  it  feems, 
a  number  of  women  reforred  for  religious 
worfhip.  Here  Paul  and  Timothy  difcourf- 
ed — here  Lydia  heard  them — here  fhe  be- 
lieved— and  here  fhe  and  her  houfehold 
were  baptized.  It  is  not  intimated  that  they 
were  dipped,  or  that  they  went  from  the 
boufe  for  that  purpofe. 

We  read  of  baptifms  in  various  places  and 
on  different  occafions;  but  there  is  no  ac- 
count that  any  perfon  ever  went  from  the 
place  where  he  had  been  hearing  the  gofptl 
preached^  in  order  to  be  baptized  at  a  foun- 
tain or  river.  John  lived  many  years  in  the 
wildernefs,  b.-.fore  he  began  his  publick  minif 
trations.  There  he  preached  ;  and  there  he 
baptized  ;  and  when  the  multitude,  who  at- 
tended on  his  minidry,.  became  vaftly  nu- 
m::rous,  he  removed  the  encampment,  for 
the  fake  of  better  accommodations,  to  Jor- 
dan and  Enon* 

But  the  difciples  of  ChriR,  who  lived  un- 
der the  fame  difpenfation.  were  preachers  of 
a  different  defcripiion.  They  did  not  en^ 
camp  in  the  open  field,  but  travelled  from 
city  to  city,  and  from  houfe  to  houfe. 
Where  they  preached,  there  they  baptized. 
Since  the  refurreQion  of  Chrilt,  and  the 
eflablifhment  of  the  chriftian  baptifm,  we 
have  but  one  inftance  mentioned  in  the  new 
teflament,  of  a  perfon's  being  baptized  at  a 
ftream   or   fountain.     This   we   have  niow!>. 
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was  the  Ethiopian  Eunuch — a  very  fingular 
and  extraordinary  cafe ;  and  fo  circum- 
ftanced,  as  to  render  his  baptifm,  upon  the 
road,  expedient  and  proper  ;  and  more  con- 
venient than  it  would  have  been  in  any  other 
place,  even  if  the  nnode  of  baptizing  him 
were  that  of  fprinkling. 

We  have  examined  every  paffage  of  fcrip- 
lure,  from  which  any  light  might  be  expeft- 
ed,  relative  to  the  mode  of  baptifm.  Inftead 
of  finding  that  the  Apoftles  always  baptized, 
by  dipping  perfons  wholly  under  water,  as 
the  baptifts  pretend,  there  is  no  certainty 
that  they  ever  dipped  a  fingle  perfon,  on 
any  occafion. 

Some  things  are  clearly  revealed,  and 
others,  for  the  fame  wife  and  benevolent 
purpofe,  are  hidden  from  our  eyes.  "  As 
"  .Mofes  went  up  to  mount  Nebo^  and  died 
"  there;  and  as  the  Lord  buried  him,  and 
"  concealed  the  place  of  his  hiirial^  fo  that  no 
*'  man,  to  this  day,  ever  knszo  where  his  fepid- 
"  chre  zvas  ;"  thus  the  primitive  mode  of  bap- 
tifm is  withheld  from  our  knowledge.  We 
have  no  certain  evidence,  in  what  manner 
the  ApoRles  did  adminifter  the  facramcnt  of 
baptifm  ;  or  that  they  were  invariably  con- 
fined to  fome  one  particular  mode  of  bap- 
tizing. It  docs,  however,  appear  highly 
probable,  from  the  different  circumftances  in 
which  bapiifm  was  then  adminiftered,  and 
from  the  various  allufions  of  fcripiure  to  the 
chriftian  bapiifm,  and  from  the  frequent  ufe 
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and  fignification  of  the  word  baptifm,  that 
they  did  originally  baptize  according  to  the 
prefent  ufual  modes  of  affafion  or  fprinkling. 
But  whether  this  was  their  pra6lice  or  not, 
baptifm  is  exprefsly  enjoined,  while  the 
mode  is  neither  required  nor  fpecified.  The 
mode  of  baptifm  is  therefore  a  circtmjlance^ 
concerning  which,  we  are  left  at  liberty  to 
choofe  and  a6l  according  to  the  dictates  of 
our  own  underftanding  and  confciences. 

Dr.  Hemmenway  obferves,  "  that  if  any 
"  fhould  imagine  that  dipping  was  the  mode, 
"  in  which  the  Apoftles  commonly  adminif- 
"  tered  baptifm,  this  would  not  evince,  that 
"they  difapproved  of  fprinkling,  any  more 
"  than  the  common  pra6lice  of  fprinkling 
"  among  us  proves  that  we  difallow  of  dip- 
"  ping.  The  Apoftles  might  have  good  rea- 
"  fons,  in  compliance  wiih  the  cuftom  or  dif- 
"  pofition  of  the  firft  converts,  to  adminifter 
"  baptifm  in  fuch  a  mode  as  is  neither  necef- 
"  fary  nor  expedient  for  us." 

Mr.  Clark  fays^  "  if  it  were  certain  (as  it 
*^  is  not)  that  dipping  was  the  moft  common 
"  mode  of  baptizing,  in  the  Apoftles'  timesj 
"  yet  it  will  by  no  means  follow,  that  this  is 
"  the  only  lawful  mode.  For  the  inftifution 
"  requiring  baptifm,  has  not  determined  the 
**  mode  of  adminiftrafion,  but  left  that  as  a 
"  matter  of  indifFerency.  Therefore,  in  Ju- 
*'  dea,  and  other  warmer  countries,  where 
"  bathings  were  fo  frequent  and  cuftomary, 
"  perfons  might,  in  conformity  to  their  owi> 
U  2 
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"  inclination,  have  received  baptifm  by  dip- 
"  ping.  But  then,  what  authority  has  the 
♦•  choice  and  praftice  of  focne,  in  a  matter  of 
'•  liberty,  to  bind  others."  Other  chriftians 
have,  undoubtedly,  the  fame  right  of  choof- 
?ng  a  different  mode,  that  may  be  more  fuit- 
abie  to  their  condition.  In  thefe  refpe6ls, 
the  gofpel  allows  of  greater  liberty  and  lati- 
tude than  former  inftitutions. 

Under  the  old  teftament  difpenfations, 
their  religious  rites,  with  all  the  formalities 
attending  them,  were  particularly  pointed 
out,  and  exprefsly  enjoined.  Thus  it  was 
with  refpe6t  to  the  paflover.  "  The  pafchal 
'«  lamb  mufl  be  killed  in  the  firft  month  at 
"  evening — a  male  of  the  firft  year,  and  with- 
"  out  blemifh.  He  muft  be  roafted,  and 
'•  eaten  the  fame  night,  with  his  head,  \cgSy 
'^  and  purtenance — with  unleavened  bread 
■•^  and  bitter  herbs — in  hafte,  with  their  loins 
"  girdecl,  with  (hoes  on  their  feet,  and  with 
'^  fiaves  in  their  hands."  But  under  the  gof- 
pel of  Chrift,  we  have  no  fuch  particular  di- 
re6lions  and  injunftions  refpefling  the  Lord's 
flipper. — We  have  no  command,  concerning 
the  quantity  or  quality  of  the  bread  or  wine, 
or  concerning  the  time,  place,  and  manner 
of  communion.  Accordingly,  the  pra6lice 
of  chnfiians  has  been,  and  (till  is,  very  vari- 
ous.* Some  churches  partake  once  or  twice 
in  a  year — others  much  oftener.  Some  par- 
take kneeling  ;  fome  fetting  in  their  refpec- 
tive  feats;  and  others  fcated  around  a  table. 
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provided  and   furnifhed   for  that   purpofe  ^ 
fome  at  noon,  and  others  much  later  in  the 
day.     But  thefe   circumftances,   being   nei- 
ther required  nor  prohibited,   are   therefore 
not  effential  or  important. 

In  former  times,  the  ancient  rite  of  cir- 
cumcifion  was  not  only  appointed,  but  the 
mode  of  circumcifing  was  alfo  explicitly  de- 
fined and  commanded.  The  mode  was  there- 
fore abfolutely  effential  and  indifputable  y 
and  the  praftice  has,  of  courfe,  been  uni- 
form, even  from  the  days  of  Abraham  to  the 
prefent  time.  But,  under  the  gofpel,  the 
mode  of  baptizing  has  not  been  fpecified  or 
commanded.  The  mode  is  therefore  not  ef- 
fential. The  pra6lice  has  confequently  been 
different ;  varying  according  to  the  variation 
of  times,  and  places,  and  circumftances^ 
I  am,  Sir,  Sec, 
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ON  THE  HISTORY  OF  BAPTISM.^ 
LETTER     XXII. 

SIRy 

-L-jET  us  now  fpend  a  few  moments  in  ex- 
amining hiftory,  and  fee  if  it  will  not  afford 
us  (ome  additional  and  ureful  information, 
relative  to  the  modes  and  fubjefts  of  baptifm. 
You  tell  us,  in  fermon  3,  page  40,  "  that 
"  Mofheim,  a  very  noted  church  hiftorian, 
"  and  not  very  friendly  to  the  bapiifts,  bears 
"  dlre6l  teftimony,  that  John,  Chrift's  fore- 
"  runner,  and  the  church,  in  the  firft  ages 
*^  oV  rhriftianity,  pra8ifed  immeiTion  as  the 
"  mode  of  baptizing."  But  how  does  it  ap- 
pear, that  this  celebrated  hiftorian  was  un- 
friendly to  the  baptifts  ?  His  hiftory  has  gen- 
erally been  cftcemed  for  its  impartiality  and 
corre6lnefs.  With  refpeQ  to  the  mode  of 
bapiifm,  he  feems  to  favour  immerfion  ;  but 
with  refpeQ  to  the  fubjeBs,  he  firmly  believ- 
ed that  the  right  of  baptifm  belonged  to  the 
infant  children  of  believers,  as  well  as  to  their 
parents;    and  that  this  rig^ht  was  confirmed^ 
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by  apoftolick  example  and  the  uniform  prac- 
tice of  the  primitive  churches.  I  hope  you 
will  give  the  hiftorian  as  much  credit,  with 
regard  to  the  fubjeBs  of  baptifm,  as  you  have 
done  with  refpeft  to  the  mode  of  baptizing. 
But  what  has  he  faid  ?  "That  John  initiated 
"  perfons  into  the  kingdom  of  the  Redeem- 
"  er,  by  immerfion  or  haptijm''—^y  immcr- 
fion  or  baptifm  !  \Ni\y  has  he  added  the  word 
haptifm  ?  Undoubtedly  in  order  to  qualify 
the  word  immerfion.  For  he  was  not  wil- 
ling to  fubftitute  immerfion^  a  word  oi  fixed 
and  definite  meaning,  in  the  room  and  place 
of  baptifm,  which,  according  to  common  u- 
fage.  is  not  refiriHed  to  one  and  the  fame  figni- 
fication.  It  was  probably  his  opinion,  that 
the  primitive  chriftians  commonly  baptized  by 
immerfion  ;  but  he  does  not  intimate,  that 
this  was  their  praftice  univerfaUy^..  or  that  this 
mode  of  baptizing  was  deemed  ejfential  to  the 
ordinance  of  baptifm. 

Again,  you  tell  us,  "  that  John  Calvin,  in 
*'  his  inflitutions,  book  4,  chapter  15,  fe8ion 
"  19,  fays,  it  is  certain  that  the  manner  of 
*^  dipping  was  ufed  of  the  old  church."  You 
proceed — "  Calvin,  the  celebrated  Reform- 
"  er,  of  Geneva,  obferves,  in  his  expofition 
"  of  A6ts  viii,  38,  "  We  fee  here  what  was 
"  the  baptifmal  rite  among  the  ancients,  for 
"  they  plunged  the  whole  body  in  water. 
"  Now  it  is  the  cuftom  for  the  minifter  to^ 
*<  fprinkle  only  the  body  or  head."      "  And, 
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'^  he  too  excufes  this  fprinkling,  but  how,  I 
^'  cannot  tell,  not  having  his  book  at  hand." 
Yourconclufions  generally comprife  much 
more  than  their  premifes.  "  Calvin,"  you 
tell  us,  fays,  "  it  is  certain  that  the  manner 
"  of  dipping  was  ufed  by  the  old  church." 
He  alfo  declares,  "  that  now  it  is  the  cuf- 
"  torn  for  the  minifter  to  fprinkle  water  on 
"  the  head."  Thefe  different  expreffions  of 
Calvin  ferve  well  to  illuftrate  and  explain 
each  other.  For  as  dipping  was  fometimes 
praQifed  in  the  days  of  Calvin,  although 
it  was  then  cuftomary  for  minifters  to  bap- 
tize by  fprinkling;  fo  fprinkling  was  fome- 
times praftifed  in  the  ancient  church,  aU 
though  it  was  then  ufual  to  baptize  by 
dipping.  This  is  a  true  ftate  of  fa^s, 
and  thus  Calvin  undoubtedly  expe6led  to 
have  been  underflood.  It  is  impoflible  for 
us  to  afcertain,  in  what  mode  or  modes  the  A- 
poftles  and  the  firft  preachers  of  the  gofpel 
adminiftered  baptifm.  We  do  however 
know,  that  dipping  and  fprinkling  were  both 
praftifed  in  the  fecond  century ;  and  each 
pra6lice  hath  been  continued,  from  that  pe- 
riod to  the  prefent  time.  Sometimes,  and  in 
fome  places,  dipping  has  been  prevalent^ 
and  fometimes,  and  in  iome  countries,  fprink- 
ling has  prevailed.  But  in  ancient  times, 
the  mode  of  dipping  was  not  confidered  as 
cflential,  nor  was  it  confined  to  adult  believ- 
ers. The  perfons  baptized  in  t)iis  way  were 
principally  infant  children. 
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Calvin  was  an  advocate  for  the  mode  of 
fprinkling.  But  as  you  have  not  favoured 
us  with  any  of  his  reafons,  I  will  here  fub- 
join  a  few  lines,  which  immediately  follow 
your  quotation.  After  having  added,  "  that 
*'  the  common  cuftom  is  now  for  the  minifter 
«  to  ufe  afperfion,"  he  obferves,  "  Never- 
<^  thelefs,  fo  fmall  a  difference  of  ceremony 
«<  ought  not  to  be  of  fo  great  account  with 
<«  us,  that  v/e  fhould,  for  that  caufe,  rend  the 
<*  church,  or  difturb  it,  Vs^ith  our  contentions 
"  and  controversies."  And  further,  he  fays, 
^^  that  nothing  of  the  fubftance  ofbaptifm  is 
<•  wanting,  while  the  fymbol  of  water  is  made 
<'  ufe  of,  for  the  ends  which  Chrift  hath  ap- 
«'  pointed.  The  fubftance  being  retained, 
*'•  the  church  from  the  beginning  enjoyed  a 
"  liberty  of  ufing  fomewhat  different  rites. 
''  And  therefore,  we  ought  not  to  be  unrea- 
^'  fonably  (tiff,  in  things  unneceffary  or  un- 
*'  commanded." 

In  the  next  place,  you  produce  Dr.  Cave-^ 
and  tell  us,  your  author  (ays,  this  great  fearch- 
er  into  aruiquiiy  faid,  "  ihat  the  parly  bap. 
^'  tized,  was  wholly  immerfed,  or  put  under 
'•  water,  which  was  the  commoyi^  conjlani^  and 
"  univerfal  cuftom  of  thofe  times,  &;c."  This 
mutilated  quotation,  according  to  your  own 
account,  was  taken  from  a  quotation,  printed 
almoft  a  hundred  years  ago,  in  a  publication 
of  ten  letters,  addrtH'cd  to  Biftiop  Hoadly, 
You  have  not  told  us  the  author's  name. 
H-e  was  probably  one  of   thole    writersj  who 
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preferred  a  fiftiiious  fignature.  To  the  quo- 
tations of  this  anonymous,  antiquated  book, 
which  has  been  anfwered  and  confuted  again 
and  again,  you  have  applied  for  witneffes,  in 
oi'der  to  prove  a  doftrine  which  they  never 
believed.  Dr.  Cave  is  mentioned  as  faying, 
*«  that  immerfion  was  the  common,  conflant, 
*'  and  univerlal  cuftom  of  thofe  ancient 
*«  times."  In  anfwer  to  this  very  quotation, 
Mr.  Walker^  who  publifhed  his  treatife  on  the 
do6lrine  of  baptifms,  more  than  eighty  years 
lince,  has  favoured  us  with  the  following  re- 
marks :  "  Dr.  Cave  was  no  baptift^ — nor  op- 
"  pofed  to  the  mode  of  fprinkling  as  bap- 
"  tifm.  He  doth  not  fay  that  immerging  was 
*'  the  conflant^  and  univerfal  cuftom  of  thofe 
"  times,  but  expreffes  himfelf  with  a  reftric- 
*'  tion  almojl^  which  is  a  clear  acknowledg- 
*'  ment  that  there  were  other  modes  of  bap- 
"  tizing  then  in  ufe." 

The  teftimony  of  your  witnefiTes,  when  im- 
partially confidered,  is  decidedly  againft  you. 
They  have  told  us,  that  immerfion  was  an- 
ciently pradifed  ;  but  not  one  of  them  has 
faid  or  meaiu,  that  the  pra6lice  was  univer- 
fal. You  further  tell  us,  "that  all  the  church- 
"**  c^  in  Europe,  Afia,  and  Africa,  ever  have 
"  done,  and  do  now,  pra61ire  immerfion, fave 
"  thofe  who  are  now  or  have  been  under 
"  Lhe  jurifdiHion  of  the  Pontiff's  of  Rome.*'  I 
wifh  you  had  added  a  few  words  more,  and 
told  the  publick,  that  thcfc  churches  always 
have  and  flill  do  pra8ifc  ijifcmt  haptifm.  This 
\V 
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information  would  have  been  very  accepta- 
ble to  many  of  your  readers.  For  whi^e 
fome  ignorantly  fuppofe,  that  the  mode  of 
dipping  has  always  been  confined  to  the  a- 
dults,  others,  like  yourfelf,  inconfiderately 
and  very  abufively,  afcribe  the  praQice  of  in- 
fant baptifm  "  to  the  mother  of  harlots  and 
"  ^^o/?/y  Popes  of  Rome:' 

Having  felefted  your  favourite  extrafts 
from  the  aforefaidTen  Letters,  "  you  tell  us, 
«*  that  Dr.  Laihrop  implicitly  confeffes  them 
"  to  be  both  true  and  genuine."  Let  the 
Dr.  fpeak  for  himfelf.  His  words  are,  "  The 
"  truth  is — the  manner  of  baptizing  among 
"  the  ancients  was  looked  upon  circumftan- 
"  cial,  and  no  way  eflTential  to  the  ordinance. 
"  In  the  times  near  to  the  Apoftles,  immer- 
"  fion  was  much  pra6lifed,  but  never  aflerted 
"  to  be  neceffary.  Far  from  this  ;  fprinkling 
*'  was  exprefsly  allowed,  and  frequently  ufed, 
"  efpecially  in  cafes  of  infirmity,  or  hafte,  or 
••want  of  water,  or  other  conveniences. 
"  This,  the  author  of  the  letters  himfelf  concedes^ 
"  'that  from  the  Apoftles'  times,  for  thirteen 
*'  hundred  years,  fprinkling  was  permitted 
''  on  extraordinary  occafions.'  Cyprian, 
"  (who  wrote  within  about  150  years  of  the 
"  Apoftles)  fpeaking  of  fprinkling,  fav?,  '  In 
"  the  facrament  of  falvation,  (meaning  bap- 
'•  tifm)  when  neceftity  compels,  the  ftiorteft 
'*  ways  of  tranfaBing  divine  matters  do.  by 
"  God's  grace,  confer  the  whole  benefit.' 
"  And  it  may  not  be  impertinent  to  obferve, 
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"  that  the  ancients  who  pra^ifed  immerfion 
'^  did  ufually,  after  the  body  had  been 
"  plunged,  apply  water  to  the  face.  So  far 
*'•  therefore  as  the  praftice  of  the  ancients  is 
*' of  weight,  it  proves  all  that  we  contend 
''  for.  We  don't  fay  that  iinmerfion  is  un- 
*•  lawful,  or  a  mere  nullity.  We  fay  it  is 
*•  not  necefifary — that  afFufion  is  fufficienf, 
"  and  agreeable  to  the  divine  word  ;  and  fo 
*'  faid  the  ancient  church." 

According  toDr.  Lathiop.your  celebrated 
author  was  (i)  candid  as  to  acknowledge  that 
fprinkling,  on  exiraordinary  occafions,  was 
periTiitted,even  from  the  days  of  the  Apoftles. 

Dr.  Wallj  in  his  hiftory  of  infant  bapiifm, 
raentions  feveral  cafes,  wherein  perfons  had 
been  baptized  by  afFufion  or  fprinkling, 
which  happened  about  the  middle  of  the  fee- 
ond  century;  as  in  vol.  2,  page  356.  "  St, 
'•  Lawrence^  a  little  v;hile  before  he  fufFered 
"  martyrdom,  baptized  with  a  pitcher  of 
"  waier  one  of  his  executioners,  a  foldier, 
"  who  had  been  converted  to  the  chriflian 
'»  religion."  This  inflance  appears  very  (im- 
ilar  to  the  cafe  of  St.  Paul,  who  baptized  the 
jailer  and  his  houfehold  in  prifon  the  fame 
hour  of  the  night  in  which  he  believed.  "  Ba- 
^'Jilides  is  alfo  mentioned  by  Eujebius^  as  hav-- 
''  ing  been  baptized  in  prifon." 

Page  353.  '•  Novatian  became  a  chriflian 
*'  about  one  hundred  years  after  the  Apof- 
"^  lies,  when,  being  vifited  with  ficknefs,  he 
^  requefted  to  be  baptized  -,  and,  according 
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"  to  the  caftom  of  thofe  times,  baptifrn  was- 
"  adminiftered  to  him  in  his  bed,  by  afFufion 
"  or  rprinkling."  The  circamftances,  which 
attended  this  particular  cafe,  were  fach  as 
have  rendered  it  very  notorious,  and  have 
left  no  doubt  with  refpeQ  to  the  mode  in 
which  he  was  baptized.  For  Novaiian^  hav- 
ing recovered  his  health,  was  afterward  ap- 
pointed bifhop  of  Rome.  His  appointment 
ro  this  office  occafioned  a  very  ferious  con- 
Vroverfy  ;  an  account  of  which  has  been  pre- 
ferved  even  to  the  prefent  day.  The  law- 
fulnefs  and  validity  of  his  baptifm  were  not 
denied  or  difputed.  But  we  are  informed, 
"  that  all  the  clergy,  and  a  great  many  of 
^^  the  laity,  were  againfl  his  being  ordained 
*'•  prefbyter,  becaufe  it  was  not  lav/ful  (they 
"  feidj  for  any  one  who  had  been  baptized 
**  in  his  bed,  in  time  of  ficknefs,  to  be  ad- 
'•«  mitted  to  any  clerical  office."  Now  the 
reafon  of  their  obje6lion  is  very  obvious. 
Baptifm,  in  that  age  of  the  world,  expofed 
perfons  to  the  moft  dreadful  perfccutions, 
efpecially  if  they  undertook  ihe  work  of  ihe^ 
gofpel  miniftry.  If  therefore  any  perfon  neg- 
leQed  to  be  baptized,  while  in  health,  or  un- 
til vifited  with  ficknefs,  this  negled  of  duty 
rendered  his  chara6ler  liable  to  fufpicion. 
They  were  ready  to  (ufpeB,  that,  while  well, 
he  was  influenced  by  the  fear  of  reproach 
and  fufFenng;  and  when  fick,  that  he  aded 
under  the  impreffion  of  a  fright;  and,  con- 
fequently,  that  there  would  be  danger  of  hia 
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apoftacy,  if  placed  in   a  fituation  of  fevere 
trial  and  temptation. 

Accordingly,  the  council  of  Neoccefarea^ 
held  about  eighty  years  after  this  time,  ef- 
tablifhed  the  following  regulation,  viz.  "  that 
*•  he  who  is  baptized  when  (ick  ought  not 
"  to  be  made  a  prieft  (for  his  coming  to  the 
''  faiih  is  not  voluntary,  but  from  neceflity) 
"  unlefiS  his  diligence  and  fidelity  do  after- 
"  ward  prove  commendable,  or  the  fcarciiy 
*'  of  men   fit  for  the  office  do  require  it." 

About  this  time  one  Magnus  wrote  to  St. 
Cyprian^  defiring  to  be  faiisfied  in  fome  mat- 
ters relating  to  the  aforefaid  difpuie.  To  his 
requeft  St.  Cyprian  replied.  '•  I  would  ufe 
"  fo  much  modefty  and  humility,  as  not  lo 
*'  prefcribe  fo  pofi lively,  but  that  every  one 
^^  fhould  have  the  freedom  of  his  own 
*•  thoughts,  and  do  as  he  thinks  beft." — "  For 
^-  the  contagion  of  fin  is  not,  in  the  facra- 
*'  ment  of  i'alvation,  waflied  off,  by  the  fame 
''  meafures  as  the  dirt  of  the  fkin  and  of  the 
"  body  is  v/afhed  away." — "  There  is  no  ne- 
'•  ceffity  of  foap,  or  of  a  large  pool,  or  fifh- 
"  pond.  It  is  in  another  way,  that  the  brea^ft 
''  of  a  believer  is  waflied  ;  after  another  fafli- 
"  ion,  that  the  mi.id  of  man  is  by  faith  clean- 
"  fed."  And  then  adds  the  quotation  that 
you  have  taken  from  Dr.  Laihrop,  viz.  "In 
"  the  fdcramenis  of  falvation,  when  neccflily 
^'  compels,  the  fl:iorteft  ways  of  tranfaBing 
"  the  divine  matters  do,  by  God's  gracious 
«  difpenfation,  confer  the   whole  benefi.." — 
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He  further  proceeds — "  No  man  need  there- 
"  fore  think  otherwife,becaufe  thefe  (ickpeo- 
''  pie,  when  they  receive  the  grace  of  our 
"  Lord,  have  nothing  but  an  affufion  oic 
"  fprinkling;  whereas  the  holy  fcripture,  by 
'^  the  prophet  Ezekiel,  fays,  I  will  fprinkle  clean 
*'  zoaUr  upon  you^  and,  ytjlxall  he,  cltan^'  &:c. 

Dr.  Wall  dates  "  the  aforefaid  inftances 
"  as  fome  of  the  mod  ancient  now  extant  on 
'•  record ;  but  obferves,  as  we  proceed  fur- 
"  ther  in  reading  the  hiftory  of  the  following 
«'  times,  cafes  of  fprinkling  are  more  fre- 
"  quently  mentioned;  and  that,  in  the  fifth 
"  century,  baptifm  was  adminiftcred  in 
"  France,  indifferently,  by  iramerfion  and 
"  afpeifion." 

The  truth  is — previoufly  to  the  third  cen- 
tury, or  before  Conftantine  the  Emperour^ 
embraced  chriftianity,  chriftians  were  con- 
flantly  oppofed  and  perfecuted  by  the  rulers 
and  philolophers  of  this  world.  This  gene- 
ral oppofition  and  perfecution  prevented  in- 
ternal diffc^rences,  and  difpofed  them  to  u- 
niie  harmonioufly  agaiad  the  common  ene- 
my, and  in  defence  of  their  common  religion. 
They  have  accordingly  written  and  tranlVnit- 
ted  to  poflerity  but  very  little,  concerning 
gofpel  ordinances  ;  and.  in  particular,  con- 
cerning the  facrament  of  baptifm  ;  and  have 
commonly  expreifed  ihemfelves  in  fuch  a 
manner  as  does  not  fpecify  the  mode,  in 
which  it  was  adminillered. 
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When  v/e  confider  the  peculiar  circum- 
(lances  of  thofe  times ;  that  the  art  of  print- 
ing was  not  then  known  ;  that  but  very  fev/ 
perfons  were  capable  of  writing ;  that  a 
dreadful  ftorm  of  perfecution  raged  without 
control;  that  chriftians  were  every  mometit 
liable  to  be  deprived  of  their  property,  their 
liberty,  their  relations  and  friendvS,  and  even 
of  their  own  life — it  could  not  be  expeBed, 
in  this  fituation  of  extreme  danger,  anxiety, 
and  diftrefs,  that  they  would  be  able  to  pre- 
ferve  a  regifter  of  their  proceedings — an  ex* 
a6t  account  of  their  numerous  baptifms,  and 
of  the  mode  in  which  they  baptized  ;  and  yet 
we  find  various  inflances  of  bapiifm  admin- 
iftered  by  fprinkling,  fo  early  as  in  the  fec- 
ond  century.  This  is  a  fa6l  clearly  ascer- 
tained, and  univerfally  acknowledged.  It  is 
allowed  even  by  the  baptifts.  The  author 
of  Ten  Letters,  whom  you  have  fo  often  quo- 
ted as  an  authority,  concedes,  "  that  fpiink- 
'^  ling  was  praQifed,  on  extraordinary  occa- 
^'  (ions,  in  the  early  ages  of  chriftianiiy."  It 
was  praftifed,  occafionally,  with  general  con- 
fent,  with  univerfal  approbation.  It  does 
not  appear  that  there  was  one  fingle  church 
in  all  chrittendom,  for  more  than  a  thoufand 
years,  that  objefted,  or  even  fufpeQed,  that 
fprinkling  was  not  a  lawful  and  valid  mode 
of  baptizing. 

You  tell  us,  '^  the  reafons  alledged,  why 
^'  fprinkling  may  be  fubftituted  for  immer- 
"  lion,  are,  the  want  of  health,  coldaefs  of 
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<'  climate.  Sec,  and  that  here  is  a  filent  ac- 
<'  knowledgment,  that  it  is  not  the  infiitution, 
"  the  permiflion  ol  Chrift,  but  mere  acciden- 
"  tal  and  local  circumftances,  which  make  it 
«^  lawful  to  lay  by  the  command  of  Chrift, 
'*  and  receive  in  its  (lead  the  precepts  and 
<'  commandments  of  men." 

Is  this  a  fair  and  candid  reprefentation  of 
the  cafe  ?  Who,  among  the  ancients  or  mod- 
ernsj  that  have  pra61ifed  fprinkling,  general- 
ly br  occafionally,  ever  fuppofed  that  Chrift 
commanded  dipping  ?  It  has  certainly  been 
their  conftant  opinion,  that  the  mode  of  bap- 
tizing was  not  fpecified  or  required  byChrift  ; 
that  afperfion,  affufion,  and  immerfion,  were 
equally  vah'd. 

We  are  fometimes  told,  "  that  the  primi- 
'•  tive  chriftians  were  all  baptifts."  But  it 
feems  they  did  not  fuppofe  that  the  mode  of 
fprinkling  was  a  mere  mockery  or  nullity  ; 
or  that  a  total  dipping  or  immerfion  was  ab- 
folutely  cffcniial  to  the  facrament  of  baptifm. 
None  of  the  ancient  fathers,  many  of  whom 
were  learned  men,  and  underilood  the  origi- 
nal language  perfe6lly  well,  ever  believed,  or 
even  fufpefled,  that  the  Greek  word  habtizo, 
always  fignified  10  dip.  The  validity  of  bap- 
tifm was  fometimes  queftioned,  when  admin- 
iftered  by,  or  to,  an  improper  fubje61,  but  not 
on  the  account  of  the  wzo^*?  of  adminifi ration. 
The  prefent  charafleriftick  principles  of  the 
modern  baptifts  were  evidently  unknown  to 
the  aucicnis.     They  never  refufed  to  com- 
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mune  with  perfons,  merely  becaufe  they  had 
not  been  dipped ;  but  readily  admitted  to 
their  communion  fuch  as  were  baptized  by 
afFafion  or  fprinkling. 

You  fay,  page  74,  '•  It  was  an  early  error 
"  in  the  church,  that  baptifm  wasnecefTary 
^^  to  falvaiion.  Hence,  when  it  was  judged 
^«  that  life  would  be  endangered  by  immer- 
^*  fion,  the  perfon  mufl;  either  lofe  his  life  by 
'•  baptifm,  or  lofe  his  foul  for  the  want  of 
"  being  baptized,  or  fome  other  mode  muft 
"  be  invented." — "  Under  thefe  circumftan- 
"  ces,  man's  fruitful  imagination  devifed 
"  fprinkling,  as  a  fubftitute  for  baptifm. — 
*'  Here  is  the  origin  of  fprinkling  as  the  an- 
"  cients  have  told  us."  This,  Sir,  is  an  in- 
ference of  your  own — an  inference  which 
the  ancients  never  avowed.  St.  Cyprian, 
who  fiourifhed  about  one  hundred  and  fifty 
years  after  the  Apoftles,  and  to  whofe  wri- 
tings  you  have  exprefsiy  referred,  in  order  to 
prove  the  aforefaid  affertion,  w?<s  certainly 
of  a  very  different  opinion.  He  fully  be- 
lieved that  fpritkling  was  as  truly  baptifm  as 
immerfion.  This  we  have  clearly  fhown 
from  his  own  unequivocal  declarations.  It 
is  true,  the  primiiive  chriftians  did  not  un- 
dervalue baptifm.  They  did  not  defpife 
and  negle6l  this  facred  ordinance,  as  many 
do  at  the  prefent  day  ;  but  confidered  all 
fuch  unneceffary  and  wilful  negle8s  as  im- 
moral and  highly  criminal.  They  viewed 
baptifm  as  an  incumbent  duty  of  great   im- 
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portance — equally  important  and  necefTary 
for  the  fickly  and  infirm,  as  for  the  healthy 
and  robuft — equally  neceflary  in  winter  as 
in  fummer — in  cold  as  in  warm  climates — in 
dry  feafons  and  countries,  as  in  places  a- 
bounding  with  fountains  and  dreams  of  wa- 
ter. Accordingly,  they  adopted,  on  various 
occafions,  the  mode  of  fprinkling  ;  and  ef- 
pecially  in  thofe  cafes  where  dipping  was 
impra61icable,  unfafe,  or  inconvenient. 

The  aiicients  never  fufpeBed,  that  the 
mode  of  baptizing  was  defined  by  Chiift,  or 
enjoined  by  him.  They  well  knew  that  fome 
of  the  principal  purifications,  under  the  Mo- 
faic  difpen ration,  were  performed  by  fp rink- 
ling,  and  that  ihefe  fprinklings  were  exprefs- 
ly  called  baptifms,  in  the  new  leftament. 
The  prophet  had  foretold,  (hat  perfons  fhould 
be  fprinkled  with  clean  water.  This  predic- 
tion they  applied  to  the  chriftian  baptifm. 
Indeed  it  is  applicable  to  no  other  inflitution. 
Thefe  were  evidently  fome  of  the  principal 
arguments,  which  influenced  the  ancient, 
chriftians ;  and,  in  addition  to  thefe  and  fim- 
ilar  confideraiions,  they  probably  had  good 
reafons  to  fuppofe,  that  the  mode  of  fprink- 
ling  was  agreeable  to  the  pra6lice  or  lentil 
merit  of  the  Apoflles. 

I  have  already  granted,  and  am  ftill  ready 
10  grant,  that  fome  of  the  primitive  chrif- 
tians  put  too  much  dependence  upon  the  or.- 
dinance  of  baptifm.  They  feemed  to  fup- 
pofe, that  baptifm  would  enfure  their  falva- 
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tton,  and  that  none  would  be  faved  without 
it.     The  ancients  enjoyed  but  very  fmall  ad- 
vantages for  acquiring  religious  and  ufeful 
knowledge.      But  few   could   read.      They 
had   no   public   fchools    or    printed    books. 
They  were  of  courfe,  generally,  very   igno- 
rant and  fuperftiiious.     According  to  your 
opinion,  they  were  influenced  by  fuperftition 
to  adopt  the  mode  of  fprinkling,  when  fick, 
and  when  deftitute  of  the  requifites  and  con- 
veniences for  dipping.     With  equal,  if  not 
greater,  propriety,  I  might  retort  and  fay,  it 
was   fuperftition    that   difpofed    fo   many   of 
them  to  adopt  the  mode  of  dipping,  on  oth- 
er occafions.     For  they  were  ftrongly  difpo- 
fed  to  overdo,  with  refpe8:   to   the  external 
rites  and  ceremonies  of  religion.     But,  Sir, 
with  all  their  fuperftition,  they  were  never  fo 
fuperftitious   as  to   believe    that  the  mode  of 
baptizing  was  abfolutely  eftential  to  the  or- 
dinance of  baptifm.     They  never  re-laptizcd 
on  this  account ;    but   believed  that  fprink- 
ling was  a  proper  and  valid  mode  of  bapti- 
zing, and  perfe8:iy  agreeable  to  the  original 
intention   of  Chrift  and  nature  of  the  infti- 
tution. 

Ma!. kind  are  very  apt  to  be  in  one  ex- 
treme or  the  other.  Superftition  was  cha- 
ra6leriftick  of  the  ancients.  The  ancient 
Jews  and  profelytes  were  too  fuperftitious. 
The  religious  rites  and  ceremonies  of  the 
Mofaic  difpenfation  were  expenfive,  burden- 
fome,   and   grievous  ;   but   they  never  com- 
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plained — they  were  willing  to  do  more,  in 
thefe  refpeds,  than  their  law  required — were 
ready  to  offer  the  moft  coftly  facrifices,  and 
even  their  own  children — their  Jirjl- horn  for 
their  tranfgrejfion^  and  the  Jruit  of  their  bodies 
Jor  the  fins  of  their  fouls.  When  the  Saviour 
"washere  on  earth,  they  were  careful  to  tithe 
the  moft  trifling  articles — anise  and  cummin, 
<ind  all  manner  of  herbs.  With  the  fame  ftrid- 
nefs,  they  obferved  their  fabbaths,  fafts  and 
feftivals.  This  exaftnefs,  with  reference  to 
the  inftituted  rites  of  their  religion,  frequent- 
ly difpofed  them  to  encroach  upon  the  great- 
er duties  of  morality.  For  while  they  fo 
fcrupuloufly  "  ftrained  at  a  gnat,  in  one 
<«  cafe,  they  often  fwallowed  a  camel,  in  the 
"  other." 

The  primitive  chriftians  were  not  fo  im- 
moral, but  they  were  extremely  fuperftitious. 
When  Chrift  wafhed  his  difciples'  feet,  Peter, 
in  the  firft  place,  obje6ied  ;  but  being  told 
that  wafhing  was  nectiTary,  he  immediately 
airibraced  the  oppofite  extreme.  He  was 
then  anxious  to  be  waflied  all  over;  not  his 
feet  only,  but  his  hands  and  his  head.  The  fame 
Apoftle  underftood  his  commiflfion  fo  imper 
fe6Hv,  that  he  needed  a  miracle,  in  order  to 
convince  him  that  it  was  lawful  to  preach  the 
gofpel  unto  the  uncirciimcifed  gentiles. 

We  are  told  thai  many  thoufands  of  Jews 
and  pro'elytes  bt-licved  in  Chrift.  But  the 
2ift  chapter  of  A61s  informs  us,  "  that  they 
"  all  were  zealous  of  the  law."      They   had 
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been  baptized,  but  would  not  confent  to  re- 
linquifh  a  fingle  article  of  the  Mofaic  inlHtu- 
tion — not  even  the  painful  rite  of  circumci- 
lion.  How  greatly  alarmed  and  difpleafed, 
when  they  heard  that  falfe  report  concerning 
St.  Paul,  viz.  "  that  he  taught  the  Jews,  who 
"  lived  among  the  Gentiles,  to  forfake  Mo- 
"  fes,  faying,  they  ought  not  to  circumcife 
«  their  children,  neither  walk  according  to 
«  the  cuftoms  ?" 

Let  us  now  enquire  how  Chrift  and  his 
Apoftles  condu6led  toward  this  fuperftitious 
people.  The  enquiry  will  refle6l  fome  ufe- 
ful  light  upon  the  fubjeft  we  have  been  con- 
fidering.  It  is  evident  they  were  not  allow- 
ed in  any  kind  of  immorality.  But  they 
were  treated  with  the  greateft  indulgence 
and  tendernefs  conceivable,  relatively  to 
the  external  modes  and  forms  of  their  infti- 
tuted  rites  and  religious  ceremonies;  and 
with  refpeQ  to  fuch  other  practices  as  are 
not  in  themfelves  finful.  Each  one  was  per- 
mitted to  enjoy  his  own  opinion,  and  con- 
form to  his  own  habitual  cuftoms,  without 
being  molefted  or  cenfured. 

The  fir  ft  infpired  preachers  of  the  gofpel 
were  peculiarly  careful  not  to  offend  -either 
Jew,  or  Greeks  or  the  Church  of  God.  Our 
Saviour  told  the  Jews  ^^  that  mercy  was  before 
*•'  Jacrifice' — .*'  that  David  and  they  who  were 
''  with  him,  when  hungry^  laivfidly  ate  theJJiew- 
<'  breai' — "  that  the  Sabbath  was  made  for  vian^ 
*'  and  not  7nan  for  the  Sabbaili"  Theie  and 
X 
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fimilar  obfervations  are  equally  applicable 
to  the  chriftian  baptifm.  On  another  occa- 
fion,  he  obferved  to  his  difciples,  ^^  I  have 
"  many  things  to  fay  unto  yon,  but  ye  cannot  bear 
*'  thevi  now.''  He  was  unwilling  to  difturb 
their  minds,  and  fhock  their  faith,  with  fuch 
do8rines  and  truths  as  they  were  not  prepa- 
red to  receive  and  entertain.  He,  therefore, 
waited  For  the  abatement  of  their  prejudices, 
and  the  arrival  of  a  more  convenient  oppor- 
tunity. 

Again,  although  Chrifl  knew  that  the  Ro- 
mans had  no  equitable  right  to  demand  trib- 
ute of  the  Jews;  yet,  rather  than  occaf.on  of- 
fence^  he  procured,  in  an  extraordinary  man- 
ner, a  piece  of  filver,  in  order  to  defray  the 
taxes  afleffed  on  himfelf  and  Peter. 

The  h'olyApollles  conduced  with  the  fame 
prudent,  peaceable  caution.  The  Jews  who 
believed,  efteemed  circumcifion  and  the  Mo- 
faic  cuftoms  as  an  unfpeakable  privilege,  and 
wifhed  to  have  them  continued.  They  were 
accordingly  gratified.  Nay,  in  order  to  re- 
move fufpicion,  St.  Paul  circumcifed  Timo- 
thy with  his  own  hand.  In  compliance  with 
the  advice  of  the  other  Apoftles,  he  fhavcd 
his  own  head  and  purified  himfelf,  as  the  law 
ofMofes  reqiiired.  This  happened  about 
27  years  after  that  law  was  annulled  or  fu- 
perfeded  by  the  gofpel  difpenfarion. 

The  believing  gentiles  confidered  ihefe 
Jewifh  rites  as  great  grievances,  and  requeft- 
ed  to  be  excufed.     They  alfo  were  freely  in- 
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dulged.  The  apoftolick  language  was,  "  we 
'•  that  are  ftrong,  ought  to  bear  the  infirmi- 
''  ties  of  the  weak,  and  not  to  pleafe  ourfelves. 
''  Let  every  one  of  us  pleafe  his  neighbour, 
'•  for  his  good  to  edification.  For  even 
'•  Chrift  pleafed  not  himlelf,  &c."— ''  For 
"  though  I  be  free  from  all  men,  yet  have  I 
'•  made  myfelf  fervant  un:o  all,  that  I  might 
'•  gain  ihe  more.  To  the  }ews  1  became  as 
'•  a  Jew,  that  I  might  gain  the  Jews ;  to  them 
'*  that  are  under  the  law,  as  under  the  lau;, 
"  that  1  might  gain  them  that  are  under  the 
"  law  ;  to  them  ihai  are  without  law,  as  v^'ith- 
'-  out  law,  bei  ^g  not  without  law  to  GoJ, 
"  but  under  the  law  to  Chi  id,  that  I  uiight 
''  gain  them  that  are  without  law.  To  the 
'•  weak,  I  became  as  weak,  that  I  might  gain 
''  the  weak.  1  am  made  all  things  to  all  menj 
'*  that  by  all  means,  I  might  fave  Tome." 

This,  Sir,  is  chriftian  candour  and  condef- 
cenfion.  Thus,  the  Apoftles  yielded  to  the 
ignorance,  weaknefs,  prejudices,  bigotry, 
and  iuperftition  of  mankind  ;  in  order  to 
prevent  unnecefTary  diflentions  and  fepara- 
lions,  and  keep  the  unity  of  the  Spirit  in  the  bond 
of  peace — that  the  gojpel  of  Chriji  might  not  be 
fruft rated  or  hindered,  kit  have  free  courfe  and 
be  glorified. 

When  therefore  we  reafon  from  analogy, 
inference,  or  fair  implication,  it  is  natural  to 
fuppofe,  that  Chrill  meant  to  leave  the  mode 
of  baptifm  undecided,  that  his  Apoftles  and 
njinifiers,    in    aJl    fucceeding    generationsj 
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might  be  at  liberty  to  apply  the  baptifmai 
water,  in  fuch  a  manner  as  fhould  be  mod  ex- 
pedient, in  their  various  circamftances.  In 
this  very  refpeQ,  we  difcover  the  wifdom 
and  kindnefs  of  our  common  Lord.  For  as 
chriftianity  was  defigned  to  be  an  univerfal 
religion,  it  was  proper  that  the  rite  of  publick 
initiation  (hould  be  of  fuch  a  nature  as  might 
be  accommodated  to  the  condition  and  incli- 
naiion  of  perfons,  in  all  ages,  and  Baii<?n35 
^.d  elimates,  and  feafons. 

I  am,  Sir,  &c. 


LETTER     XXllL 

SIR, 


I 


PERCEIVE,  in  your  letters  addreffed  to 
Air.  Anderfon^  on  open  communion,  that  you 
define  a  ba-ptift  as  being  "  one  who  holds  im- 
"  merfion  only  to  be  baptifm,  and  vifible  be- 
*-  lievers  the  only  fubjefts."  But,  Sir,  how 
could  you,  confidently  with  this  definition, 
affert  fo  pofitively,  "  that  during  the  firft 
^<^- century,  the  chriftians  were  all  regular  bap- 
"  tills  ? — and  tha;  the  origin  of  the  paedobap- 
"  tifts  is  at  once  traced  to  about  the  middle 
'^  of  the  fecond  century  ?"  Unhappily,  for 
the  uninformed,  prejudiced,  and  credulous 
part  of  mankind,  fuch  pedantick,  pofitive 
aff>^rtions5Upaccompanied  with  any.evidencc, , 
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often  prove  more  efFe6lual  than  the  foundefl 
reafons  and  tnoft  conclufive  arguments  !     It 
appears,  however,  that  a  modern  baptill,  with 
refped  to  the  fubjefts,  holds  that  infant  bap- 
lifrn   is   always   unlawful  and   invalid,    even 
when  adminillered  by  dipping.       A   baptiR, 
wiih  refpeft  to  the  mode,   is  one  who  holds 
that  a  total  immerfion  or  dipping  is  abfolute- 
ly  necefTary,  in  order  to  render  the   admin- 
iftration  of  the  ordinance  lawful   and  valid. 
He   confequently  refufes  to  commune   with 
thofe  perfons.  who  have  received  baptifm  in 
any   other  mode,   although   they  were  adult 
believers,   at    the    time  of   being    baptized. 
According  to  this  defcription  of  a  baptift,  I 
have  not  been  able,  after  the  mod  laborious 
and  careful  examination  of  hiftory,  to  find  a 
fingle   church  or  miniiler  of  that  dcnomijia 
tion,  before  the  twelfth  ceniury.    Baptifm,  I 
have  fhown,  was  pra^lifed  by  fprinkling,  oc- 
cafionally,  without  oppofiiion,  in  the  fecond 
century.     This   ftrongly    indicates,   that  the 
practice  was  handed  down,  even  from  the  A- 
pofties;   efpecially    when    we    confider  that 
there  is  no  evidence  to  the  conuary.      Mere 
filence,    wiih    refpecl   to  infant    baptifm,  or 
the  mode  of  baptizing,  during  the  firft  cen- 
tury, will  not  prove  that  ihofe  chriflians  were 
baptifts.     The  deprefTcd,    perfecuitd    chiif- 
tians  of  that  age  were  confianiiy  engaged  in 
other  matters  of  greater  importance,  iulricicnt 
to  occupy  all  their  time  ai^d  all  ih^n  talents. 
X  2 
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I  am  ready  to  admit,  that  the  Greek, 
church,  and  various  other  churches  at  the 
prefent  day,  who  ftiil  believe  in  the  rite  of 
infant  baptifm,  commonly  practice  dipping. 
The  church  of  England  alfo,  according  to 
their  Rubrick,  on  ordinary  occafions,  for- 
Eierly  praQifed  dipping;  but  they  were  not 
reftritlcd  lo  that  mode,  nor  was  it  ever  con- 
udered  by  them  as  effcniiah 

It  is  a  very  common  thing,  in  fon?e  places, 
even  in  this  country,  for  ihofe  minifters  to 
baptize,  occafionally,  by  dipping,  who  ufual- 
\y  adminifter  baptifm  by  fprinkling.  A  very 
refpeftable  minifter,  in  the  town  of  Provi- 
dence, more  than  thirty  years  ago,  baptized 
three  perfons,  on  the  fame  occafion,  in  three 
different  modes,  by  their  own  particular  de- 
fire.  The  fi)/}  was  fprinkled  in  the  meeting- 
houfe.  The  congregation  then  proceeded 
to  the  river,  at  which  the  fecojid  had  water 
poured  upon  her  head,  and  in  which  the 
tbird  was  dipped.  Similar  inftances  have  fre- 
quently happened  in  latter  times.  Thefe 
brothers  and  fifters,  baptized  in  different 
modes,  fom.e  while  infants,  and  others  when 
adults,  like  the  primitive  chrillians,  commune 
togeihcr  i.i  love  and  fellowfhip,  at  the  fame 
table  of  their  common  Lord  and  Mafter. 

Ai^recabiy  to   what  I   have  obferved,   Mr. 
Worcefttr^   of  Salem,   in    a    late    publication,. 
fays,   •-  It  is  a  well  fupported  fa8,  that  in  the 
*»  inii   ages    of   chriflianity,    and    for    about 
*'  twelve  or  hfieen  hundred  years,   bapiifm. 
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"by  fprinkling  or  afFufion,  was  univerfally 
"  allowed  to  be  fcriptural  and  valid.  Even 
"  thofe,  who,  in  ordinary  cafes,  baptized  by 
"  immerfion,  did  not  deny,  but  admitted,  the 
"  validity  of  baptifm  by  fprinkling  or  af- 
«  fufion." 

The  mode  of  fprinkling  was  alfo  counten- 
anced and  well  defended  by  Luther,  and 
Galvin,  and  Melan6lhon,  and  other  great  re- 
formers from  popery;  and  has  generally  been 
praftifed  by  proteftants,  from  that  period  to 
the  prefent  day.  If  the  primitive  chriftians 
had  believed  that  the  mode  of  dipping  was 
abfolutely  requifite  to  the  validity  of  bap- 
tifm, no  confideration  could  have  induced 
them,  on  any  occafion,  to  fubftitute  fprink^ 
ling.  But,  viewing  the  mode  as  not  fixed  by 
Chrift,  and  as  not  being  eflfential,  the  prac- 
tice of  fprinkling  was  perfe81y  confident  with 
their  fentiments.  The  fame  opinion  and 
pra6lices  dill  prevail  in  thofe  churches  where 
the  right  of  rnfant  baptifm  is  not  denied. 

It  is  very  remarkable,  that  in  thofe  age.s 
and  countries,  zt'ft^re  the  wo6?^  of  dipping  has 
been,  or  ftill  is,  the  moft  prevalent,  there  in^ 
fant  baptifm  has  been  the  mod  generally  prac- 
tifed,  and  there  the  7nGde  of  baptizing  has  not 
been  deemed  efifential.  Inftead,  therefore, 
of  finding  <2// thefe  people  baptills,  but  very 
Jew^  if  any ^  of  that  denomination,  are  to  be 
found  among  them.  Dr.  Wall,  who  wi44> 
himfelf  an  advocate  for  dipping, tells  us,  '•  ihat 
"  ail  chiidians  in  the  world,  uho  never  owned 
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^'*  the  popes  aiitkority^  do  now,  and  ever  did, 
''  dip  their  infants,  in  the  ordinary  ufe." 
They  always  baptized  their  infants ;  and,  or- 
dinarily, by  dipping,  but  not  univerfally,  for 
they,  occafionally,  fprinkled  them.  The 
mode  of  dipping  was  of  ordinary  ufe  ;  but 
the  pra£lice  of  infant  baptifrnjin  thofe  church- 
es who  xuere  never  under  the  infLuence  of  popery^ 
appears  to  have  been  iiniverfal.  both  in  an- 
cient and  modern  times. 

We  do  not  pretend  to  reft  the  proof  of  in- 
fants' right  to  bapdfm  upon  hiftorical  evi- 
dence, relative  to  the  ancient  practice  of  the 
church  in  this  refpe61.  However,  if  it  ftiould 
appear,  that  the  churches,  foon  afier  the  A- 
poftles,  did  admit  the  infant  children  of  be- 
lieving parents  to  baptifm — if  no  account 
can  be  produced,  of  any  church  that  reje6l- 
ed  them — if  no  individual  can  be  named.who 
pietendid  that  the  praQice  was  unlawful,  or 
an  innovation — ihefe  faQs  will  certainly  fur- 
nifh  a  very  weighty  argument  in  favour  of 
the  aforefaid  do61rine. 

Baptifm  is  an  ia-jportant  tranfaQion  of  a 
publick  nature.  Thofe  chriflians,  who  lived. 
and  wrote  in  the  earlieft  times  after  the  Apof- 
tles,  muft  have  known  what  their  pradice 
was,  with  reference  to  the  infant  children  of 
believers.  The  teftimony  of  thefe  ancient 
writers,  as  hiftorians  or  witnefTes,  refpeQing 
this  plain  matter  of  fa8,  jaftly  claims  our- molt 
impartial  and  atteniive  confideration.  It  is 
not,  however;  my  intention  to  wrice  a  com- 
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plete  hiftory  of  infant  baptifm.  A  hiftory  of 
this  kind  has  been  written  a  century  ago,  by 
Dr.  Wall,  a  very  corre6l  and  judicious  hifto- 
rian.  This  hiftory  is  highly  approved  ajid 
recommended  by  the  beft  judges,  as  being  a. 
work  of  greatmerit,  candour  and  impariiality.. 

On  February  9th,  1705,  the  clergy  of  Eng- 
land, affembled  in  general  eonveniion,  "  or- 
"  dfcrtd^  that  the  thanks  of  this  houfe  be  giv-. 
"  en  to  Mr.  Wall,  vicar  of  Shoreham  in  Kent, 
«  for  the  learned  and  excellent  book  he  hath 
'•  lately  written  concerning  infant  baptifm  ;, 
"  and  that  a  committee  be  appointed  to  ac- 
*^  quaint  him  with  the  fame."  Dr.  Atterbu- 
ry,  a  leading  member  in  faid  convention,, 
fays,  «'  that  the  hiftory  of  infant  baptifm  was 
"  a  book,  for  which  the  author  deferved  the 
"  thanks,  not  of  the  Englifh  clergy  alone,  but 
"  of  all  the  chriftian  churches."  Mr.  Whijlon 
alfo,  a  very  learned  man,  well  acquainted  with 
the  writings  of  the  Fathers  of  the  four  firft 
centuries,  and  a  profelTed  baptift,  in  his  ad- 
drefs  to  the  people  of  that  denomination,  de- 
clares to  them,  "  that  Dr.  Wall's  hiftory  of  in- 
^^  fant  baptifm^  as  to  fa61s,  appeared  to  him 
"  moft  accurately  done,  and  might  be  de- 
'•  pended  on  by  the  baptifts  themfelves." 
Mem.  of  his  Ife^  part  2,  page  461. 

The  aforefaid  hiftory  is  ftill  extant  in  two, 
volumes.    The  fame  author  has  fince  publifli- 
ed  another  volume,  which  is  a  defence  of  the 
two  former   volumes,  againft  the  reflexions., 
qfDr,  Gale  and  oiher3.      In  thefe   publip^t. 
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tions,  he  has  favoured  us  with  the  teftimony 
and  fayin^s  of  the  ancient  Fathers,  with  ref- 
pe8  to  infant  baptifm,  a  few  of  which  I  (hall 
prodace,  as  aathori:ies  on  the  prefent  oc- 
cafion. 

Jujlin  Martyr^  who  wrote  about  40  years 
aFter  the  apoHolick  age,  fays,  "  We  have  i.ot 
'•  received  the  carnal  b*it  fpiritual  circumci- 
'•  fion.  by  bapiiftn.  And  it  is  enjoined  on 
''  all  perfons  to  receive  it  in  the  fame  way." 
He  here  evidently  confiders  baptifm  as  being 
in  the  place  of  circumcifion,  and,  confequent- 
ly,  like  that  ancient  ri;e,  deugned  for  infants 
as  well  as  for  adults.  In  one  of  his  apolo- 
gies for  the  chriftians,  he  obferves,  "Seve- 
'*  ral  perfons  among  us,  of  60  or  no  years 
^'  old,  who  w^ere  made  difciples  to  Chrift 
*'  from  their  childhood,  do  continue  uncor- 
"  rupt." — Who  were  made  difciples. — Take  no- 
lice  ;  for  he  makes  ufe  of  the  very  fame 
word  that  was  ufed  in  the  commiffion  given 
to  the  Apoftles.  Difciple  all  nations^  baptizing 
ihem,  Sec.  Now,  if  infant  children  were  made 
difciplts,  they  were  undoubtedly  baptized. 
Juftin  wrote  about  105  years  after  the  afcen- 
fion  of  Chrid.  Thofe  perfons  whom  he  men- 
tions were  then  70  years  old  ;  and  confe- 
quently  born  and  made  difciples,  in  the  times 
c'lhe  Apoftles. 

Irencciis^  who  wrote  about  6-]  years  after 
the  Apoftles,  and  was  then  an  aged  man,  fays, 
concerning  Chrift,  "  he  came  to  fave  all  per- 
*•  Ions  who  by  him  are  regenerated  (or  bap- 
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*«  tized)  unto  God,  infants^  little  ones,  you:bs 
•«  and  elderly  perfons."  He  fpeaks  o^infanH 
and  little  ones  as  being  regenerated.  It  is 
evident  from  bis  own  words  that  he  had 
reference  to  their  baptifm  ;  for  he  tells  us, 
"  When  Chrift  gave  his  Apoftles  the  com- 
«'  tr\2LX\di  o{  regenerating  unto  God,  he  faid,  go 
^*  and  teach  all  nations  baptizing  them."  The 
ancient  Fathers  as  cuftomarily  ufed  the 
word  regeneration  for  baptifm,  as  the 
church  of  England^now  ufe  the  word  chrift- 
ening.  Juftin  Martyr,  whofe  name  and  tefti- 
mony  we  have  already  mentioned,  fpeaking 
of  fome  particular  perfons  who  had  been 
baptized,  fays,  '«  they  are  regenerated  in  the 
"  fame  way  of  regeneranon,  in  which  we 
"  have  been  regenerated,  for  they  are  waJJied 
**  with  water  in  the  name  of  the  Father,  and 
*«  of  the  Son,  and  of  the  Hcly  Gho/i"  In  this 
fhort  fentence,  the  word  regeneration  or  re- 
generated is  put  for  baptifm  no  lefs  than 
three  times. 

It  is  a  matter  o?7io  importance  in  the  prefent 
difpute,  whether  the  primitive  Fathers  ufed 
the  aforelaid  word  properly  or  improperly. 
We  certainly  know  in  what  fenfe  th^y  did 
ufe  it,  and  this  is  all  the  information  needed. 
I  would  however  repeat  a  former  obferva- 
tion,  viz.  thi\t  by  a  common  figure,  the 
thing  fignified  is  often  fubftieuted  for  the 
fign,  and  the  fign  for  the  thing  fignified. 
Thus,  the  Abrahamic  covenant  is  fometimes 
put,  by  God  himfelf,   for  circumcilion;   and 
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circumcifion,  the  fign  and  token  thereof,  is 
fometimes  put  for  the  covenant.  Accord- 
ingly, baptifm  has  been  put  for  regeneration; 
and  regeneration,  for  baptifm. 

We  have  already  fhown,  that  the  Jews 
-were  in  the  habit  of  baptizing  the  Gentile 
profelytes,  even  before  the  time  of  John  and 
of  Chrift.  They  confidered  thefe  profelytes 
as  being,  by  baptifm,  born  the  children  of 
Abraham;  and  therefore  expreffed  their 
baptifm,  by  regeneration.  Accordingly, 
Chrift  and  his  Apoftles,  on  fome  particular 
occafions,  adopted  a  fimilar  language.  Our 
Saviour  faid  to  Nicodemus,  except  one  he  horn 
again — except  he  he  horn  of  water  and  of  the 
fpirit^  he  cannot  enter  the  kingdom  of  God.  l^y 
this  new  birth,  Chrift  evidently  had  refer- 
ence to  water  baptifm,  as  truly  as  to  the 
renewing  of  the  Holy  Ghoft.  The  Apoftle 
Paul  ftyles  baptifm,  the  wafliing  of  regenera- 
tion. Tike  ancients  commonly  exprefled 
baptifm  with  water,  by  regeneration  ;  for 
they  confidered  this  external  facrament  as  a 
fign  of  internal,  fpiritual  renovation  and 
purification.  Irenseus  exprefsly  ca.s  bap- 
tifm regeneration,  and  fays  that  infants  were 
regene^^ated^  that  is,  baptized-  His  (eftimony 
is  plain  and  full ;  and  cannot  be  doubted  by 
any  perfbn  acquainted  with  the  phraleology 
and  writings  of  the  Fathers.  He  mentions 
not  only  old  perfons  and  youths,  but  alfo 
liiile  ones,  and  even  infants.  This  Irena^us 
was  bifhop  of  Lyons  in  France.     According 
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U>  Mr.  DcdwelU  be  was  born  before  the  deatb 
of  St.  John — was  brought  up  in  Afia,  where 
that  Apoftle  had  lived  and  died.  He  was 
acquainted  with  Polycarp  ;  and  in  his  young- 
er years,  had  often  heard  him  preach.  Poly- 
carp was  John's  difciple,  had  been  chofen  by 
him  to  be  bifhop  of  Smyrna — and  probably 
that  Angel  of  the  Church,  fo  highly  com- 
mended in  the  2d  chapter  of  Rev.  Irenasus 
and  thofe  chriftians  who  lived  in  an  age  ^o 
r.ear  the  Apoftles,  and  in  a  place  where  one 
of  them  had  fo  lately  refided,  could  not  he 
ignorant — they  muft  have  known  what  the 
apoftolick  pradice  was,  with  refpeB  to  infant 
bapiifm — ^a  matter  of  the  moft  notorious  and 
pubiick  nature. 

Dr.  Lathrop  obferves,  "  that  TertuIIian, 
who  flourifl^ied  about  one  hundred  years  af- 
ter the  Apoftles,  gives  a  plain  teftimony,  that 
the  church  admitted  infants  to  baptifm  in 
his  lime.  It  is  true,  he  advifes  to  delay  their 
bapiiim  ;  not  becaufe  it  was  nnlaufoL  for  he 
allows  of  it  in  cafes  of  neceffity  ;  but  becaufe 
the  fponfors  were  often  brought  into  a  fnare  ; 
and  becaufe  he  imagined  that  fins,  committed 
after  baptifm,  were  next  to  unpardonable.' 
He  accordingly  advifes  that  unmarried  per- 
fons  be  k^^pt  from  this  ordinance,  until  they 
either  marry  or  are  confirmed  in  continence. 
His  advifmg  to  a  delay,  fuppofcs  that  infant 
baptifm  was  pra8ifed,  for  otherv/ife  there 
would  have  nccn  no  room  for  the  advice. 
He  does  not  fpeak  of  it  rs  an  innovadcn^ 
\ 
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which  he  would  certainly  have  done,  had  it 
begun  to  have  been  praBifed  in  his  time. 
His  words  rather  imply  the  contrary.  His 
fpeaking  o?fponfors^  who  engaged  for  the  ed- 
ucation of  the  infants  that  were  baptized, 
fiiows  that  there  had  been  fuch  a  cuftom. 
And  his  afl<.ing,  "why  that  innocent  age 
**  made  fuch  hajle  to  baptifm,"  fuppofes  that  in- 
fants bad  ufually  been  baptized,  foon  after 
their  birth.  So  that  he  fully  enough  witneffes 
to  thej^c?,  that  it  had  been  the  praQice  of 
the  church  to  baptize  infants.  And  his  ad- 
vice to  delay  their  baptifm,  till  they  were 
grown  up  and  married,  was  one  of  ihofe  odd 
and  fingular  notions  for  which  this  father 
was  very  remarkable." 

This  quotation  agrees  well  with  the  ac- 
count given  of  Tertullian^  by  Dr.  Wall  and 
other  approved  writers,  TertuUian  was  evi- 
dently a  man  of  abiliiiesand  learning,  and  in 
fome  refpe^ls  an  ufeful  writer.  His  integrity 
and  veracity  were  never  queflioned.  But 
as  has  been  hinted,  he  held  to  fome  ftrange 
and  peculiar  notions.  He  was  not  deemed 
perfectly  onhodox  by  the  ancient  chiiftians. 
Being  a  perfon  of  warm  imagination,  he  ex- 
preffed  himfelf,  very  ftrongly,  on  different 
fubjeBs,  at  different  times  ;  and  fome  have 
thought,  in  a  manner  that  was  not  confident. 
Some  of  the  later  baptifts  have  even  pretend- 
ed that  he  denied  infant  baptifm.  But  thefe 
confiderations  do  not  difqnalify  him  as  a  wit- 
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nefs  in  the  prefent  cafe.     Inftead  of  invali- 
dating, they  ferve  to  confirm  his  teftimony. 

Dr.  Gill  fays,  that  Tertallian  is  the  firft 
man  who  mentions  infant  bapiirm,  and  fpeaks 
againft  it ;  and  infers  that  it  had  not  come  in- 
to ufe  before  his  time.  To  this,  Mr.  Clark^ 
in  his  anfwer,  replies,  "  So  he  is  the  firft  man, 
••  I  fuppofe,  that  mentions  the  bapiifm  of  un- 
''  married  people,  virgins,  and  widows,  and 
*'  fpeaks  again  ft' it,  and  as  earneftly  pleads  for 
"  its  delay  till  the  danger  of  temptation  is 
"  paft  ;  till  marriage,,  or  the  abatement  of 
"  luft.  But  will  it  thence  follow,  that  the 
"  baptifm  of  fuch  unmarried  perfons  did  not 
''  obtain  in  the  church  (ill  TtrtuUians  time  ? 
''  Or  thai  it  then  firft'  hc9'^\\-  to  be  in  ufe  ? 
''  Our  auihoT'  might  as  reafonabiy  have  in- 
"  ferred  the  latter  opinion,,  as  the  former. 
'•  But  the  very  wordsj  in  which  he  exprefles 
''  his  advice  againft  baptizing  infants,  plainly 
"  imply,  that  it  was  a.common  praftice.  Af- 
''  ter  all,  what  is  it  that  Ttrtullian  has  faid 
"  againft' infant  baptifm  ?  He  has  given  it  as 
"  his  judgment,  that  it  would  be  more  piofita- 
"  ble  to  defer  their  baptifm,  until  they  come 
"  to  riper  >ears,  and  were  able  to  uiiderftand 
*'  fomcthing  of  its  n-ature  and  dc  fjgn  ;  but  he 
"  does  not,  like  the  anii-pasdobaptifts,  con- 
"  demn  it  as  unlawful;  which  he  would  have 
"  done,  if  it  had  been  a  novel  practice — an 
"  innovation,  contrary  to  the  rule  of  (ciip- 
''^  ture,  or  without  the  approbation  or  direc- 
'**  lion  of  the  Apoftles.     On  the  contrary,  he 
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'•  allows  it  in  cafe  of  necefliiy,  of  fickners, 
••  and  danger  of  death.  Dr.  Gill,  inftead  of 
••  faying,  that  Tertullian  was  ihe  firft  man, 
"  who  nr^entioned  infant  baptifm,  and  fpokc 
"  againft  it,  ought  to  have  faid,  thai  he  was 
*•  the  only  man^  in  all  aniiquity,  whofe  wri- 
'•  lings  have  come  down  to  us,  v/ho  has  faid 
••  any  thing  at  all  againft  the  pra8ice  of  bap- 
*•  tizing  infants."  The  very  advice,  however,, 
wliich  he  gave,  plainly  (hows,  that  infant  bap- 
tifm was  then  commonly  pra8ifed.  He  docs 
not  intimate,  that  the  pra6tice  was  of  human 
invention,  or  not  authorized  bv  the  Apoftles. 
His  private  opinion,  with  refpeQ  to  the  ex- 
pediency of  delaying  baptifm  in  fcveral  ca- 
fes, and  the  reafons  which  he  offered,  are 
nothing  to  us.  We  have  only  cited  him  as 
a  voucher  to  an  ancient  fa61  ;  and  the  tefti- 
iiiony  which  he  has  given  affords  clear  and 
inconteltable  proof  of  faid  fa61,  viz.  that  in- 
^^n\s  were  baptized  in  his  lime^;. 

Origcn,  who  flourifiied  in  the  beginning  of 
the  third  century,  and  was  for  fome  time 
contemporary  with  Tertullian^  in  his  8th 
homily  on  Levit.  12,  obfeives,  '•  David,, 
'•  fpeaking  coticerning  the  pollution  ofin- 
'•  fants,  fays,  I  was  conceived  in  iniquity^  andin 
^^fin  did  my  mother  bring  me  Jcrth.  Let  it  be 
''  confidered  v;hai  is  the  reafon,  that  whereas 
"  the  baptifm  of  the  church  is  given  for  for- 
's-givenefs,  infants  alfo,  by  the  ufage  of  the 
^^  church,  are  baptized  ;  when  if  there  were 
^'•^  nothing  ii^  infants,  which   wanted   forgive- 
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"  nefs  and  mercy,  the  grace  of  bapiifm  would 
"  be  needlefs  to  them.  And  again,  infants 
''are  baptized  for  the  remiflion  of  fin.  Ot 
"  what  fin  ?  Or  when  have  they  finned  ?  Or 
"  how  can  any  reafon  of  the  laver  hold  good 
"  in  their  cafe?  But  according  lo  that  fen fe 
''  before  mentioned,  none  is  free  from  pollu- 
"  lion,  though  his  life  be  only  ihe  length  of 
'•  one  d.y  upon  the  earth,  li  is  for  this  rea- 
'*  fon  that  infants  are  baptized,  becaufe  by 
''  the  facrament  of  baptifm,  our  polhuion  is 
"  taken  away."  In  another  ireatife,  he 
fay?,  "  the  church  had  a  tradidon,  or  com- 
'•  mand  from  the  Apoftles,  to  give  baptifm 
"  to  ififants;  for  they,  to  whom  the  divine 
"  my  {Series  were  commiaed,  knew  diar  there 
'•  is,  in  all  perfons,  the  natural  po'lLition  (jF 
'•  fin,  which  ought  to  be  waflied  away  by 
'*  water  and  the  fpirit ;  by  reafon  -  of  which 
"  pollution,  the  body  iifelf  is  alfo  called  ike 
''•  body  o/fiii;'  Sec.  &c: 

Thefe  teftimonies  of  0-r?'gcn  -dvc  full  and 
unequivocal.  They  put  the  matter  in  de- 
bate beyond  all  reafonable  doubr,  if  any 
credit  can  be  given  to  ihcm  ;  and  no  reafo^i 
appear."?,  why  ihey  Oiouid  not  be  ci edited, 
it  is  true  they  are  taken  from  Latin  rraii Oa- 
tions.  Origen  wrote  in  liie  Greek  language. 
But  the  fidelity  of  the  iraniluors  and  authen- 
ticity of  thefe  paffa^ges,  have  been  iadicicntly 
vindicated  by  Dr.  Wall,  even  to  the  entire 
fdtisfa^lion  of  all  in^paniul  er.quirers.  Xoac 
Y2 
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wiTl  obJeEl,  but   ihofe  perfons  who  are  ciii 
pofed  to  cavil. 

I  perceive  that  you  have  admitted  the 
aforefaid  faBs ;  bat  have  made  an  unufual 
outcry  again fl  the  tradition  and  order  from 
the  Apoftles,  mentioned  by  Origen.  There 
is,  r  fufpccl,  more  policy  and  populariv/  i;-: 
your  remarks,  than  real  weight.  It  will  not 
do  for  us  to  tarn  ihofe  weapons  againft  the 
ancient  Fathers  and  Holy  Apoftles,  \>hich, 
the  proteftants  have  ufed  with  fo  much  fuc- 
cefsj  in  their  difputes  with  the  papifts. 

Let  us  hear  what  St.  Paul  fays,  with  refpecl 
to  tiadiiions.  2  ThefT.  ii.  15.  '•  Therefore, 
'•  brethren,  Jlard  Jojl^  and  hold  the  traditions 
**  which  ye  have  been  taught,  whether  by 
"  zLord,  or  oui  epiftle."  And  in  the  3d  chap. 
€th  verfe,  iie  fays,  '»  Now  we  command  you, 
'•  brethren;  in  the  name  of  our  Lord  }efus 
''  Chrift,  that  ye  withdraw  yourfelves  from 
''  every  brother  that  walkeih  diforderly.  and 
'•  not  'dfier  the  tradition  which  he  received  of 
*"•  uj,."  So  aifo  in  i  Corin.  iiih  chap.  2d 
^fcr^Q.  ''Now  I  praife  you,  brethren,  that  ye 
"  remember  me  in  all  things,  and  keep  the 
'•  ordinai'ccs  {'^^Q  traditions^  paradofeis)  as  I 
"  delivered  :hem  to  you."  The  ApoQle 
was  here  fpeal.incr  of  chriftian  ordinance.% 
which  he  calls  trad'tions.  The  original  word 
fi^nrhes  traditions,  and  is  fo  rendered  by  our 
iranOators  in  the  ')ther  aforecited  paflage.s. 

I  hu.Sj  Sir,  you  Tee  in  what  a  folemn  man- 
ner—  in  the  name  >-/ Chrifi^  the  holy  Apoftfe 
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charged  ihe  primUive  chridians,  to  held  and 
keep  the  tradiuons — not  merely  fiich  as  had 
been  written  by  the  pen  of,  infpiration,  but 
alfo  ihofe  which  were  de'ivere'd  to  them  hy 
word,  or  in  an  oral  and  verbal  manner,  and 
wiih  particular  reference  to  the  rules  and 
ordinances  oF  the  gofpel.  The  tradition3 
and  commandments^  of  mere  men,  which 
pretend  to  divir>2  authority,  are  to  be  reje^l- 
ed.  But  thofe  traditions  are  not  to  be  treated 
with  fneer  and  ridicule,  which  were  deliver- 
ed by  the  Apo(i!es  to  the  prin^.itive  chrillians 
— recorded  and  authenticated  by  the  ancient 
Fathers^ — and  tranfmitied  down  to  us,  by  the 
faithful  hidorian. 

Origen  has  exprefsly  informed  us,  that  in- 
fant baptifm  was  praQifed  in  his  time.  With 
refpeft  to  this  matter  of  FaQ,  Grig^n  was  cer- 
tainly a  competent  witnefs ;  and  he  had  ev- 
ery opportunity  and  advantage  for  knowing: 
what  had  been  the  pra6lice  of  hi*?  predecef- 
iors  and  even  of  the  Apoiiles.  Many  of  the 
ancient  Fathers  were  illiterate,  and  defcend- 
ed  from  heathen  parents;  and  being  the  nrd' 
of  iheir  family  who  embraced  chridianiiy, 
mud  have  beep,  baptized  when  adults.  But 
Origen  was  one  of  the  mofl  learned  men  of 
the  age.  He  was  born  and  educated  at 
Alexandria  in  Egypt^  but  travelled  into  Roine^ 
and  Greece^  and  Capadocia*  and  Arabia.  He 
refided  lov  fotne  rime  in  levcral  of  ihe  n]o(t 
eminent  churches,  and  fpent  the  greaiefl 
par^  of  his  life   in  Syria  arid   PciltfUne.      His 
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anceRors  were  chriftians.  Eufehius  tells  us, 
that  his  forefathers  had  been  chriftians,  for 
feveral  generaiions.  His  father  was  martyr- 
ed, in  ibe  perfccution  under  Severiis. 

It  is  very  remarkable,  that  his  pedigree 
ffiould  have  been  fo  accurately  afcertained. 
The  OGcafron  was  this:  Porphyry,  a  great 
enemy  to  chriflianity,  had  reprefented  the 
chriftians  as  being  an  ignoraiit  people,  delli- 
tute  of  fcience;  but  not  being  able  to  con- 
ceal the  repute  of  Grigen,  for  his  uncommon 
(kill  in  human  literature,  pretended  that  he 
had  been  at  firft  a  heathen,  and  had  learned 
their  philofophy*  In  order  to  confute  this 
falfehood,  Eufchius  enquired  into  his  anceftry,- 
and  fet  forth  his  chrifiian  defcent. 

Origen  was  born  in  the  )ear  of  our  Lord 
185,  that  is,  85  years  after  the  Apoflles.  He 
was  17  years  old  when  his  father  fuffered 
martyrdom.  He  had  himfelf,  undoubtedly, 
been  baptized  in  his  infancy  ;  and  muft  have 
been  informed  concerning  the  praBice  of 
the  Apoftles,  rcfpeding  the  baptizing  of  in- 
fants; for  his  grandfather,  or  at  ieaft  his 
great  grandfather,  lived  in  the  apoflolick 
times,  and  they  both  were  chriftians.  This 
is  the  man,  who  has  exprefsly  declared,  that 
infants  were  baptized  in  his  day,  and  that  the 
church  was  dirc6led  by  an  order  or  tradition 
from  the  Apoflles,  to  baptize  them.  His 
circumftances  were  fuch  as  afforded  him  all 
the  necedary  and  fuitable  means  for  obtain- 
ing   information.     We    have    no  reafon  to 
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fufpeQ  his  credibility  as  a  witnefs  ;  and 
nothing  can  be  more  iinreafonablc,  than  to 
reje6l  or  treat  his  teftimony  with  contempt. 
Ijfcis  a  circLimftance  worthy  of  our  very  par- 
ticidar  notice^  that  Orii^en  and  the  other  an- 
cient Fathers  do  not  fpeak  of  inPa-nt  baptifm^ 
as  being  apraBice  that  was  denied  or  oppofed 
by  any  one.  They  mention  it  as  a  praclice 
generally  known  and  approved,  and  For  the 
purpofe  of  illiiilranng  and  confirming  other 
points  that  were  then  difputed, 

I  fhall   now  produce  the   teftimony  of  the 

blefled    martyr   C);^n<777,   who    was   for  fome 

time  contemporary  with  O^igen  ;   and  next  to 

him,    the  mod   noted  chriftian    writer  of  that 

a^e.      Cvprtan    was     conftituted    bilhop    or 

miniver  of  Carthage,  in    the  year    248,  and* 

Origen  died  in  the  year  252.      The  teftimo- 

r>y  of  this  ancient  fainf,  to  v/hich  I  nov  have 

an    immediate   reference,  was  occafioned  by 

a  q'leflion  propofed    to  him,  by  or](i  Fidii^.^  a 

prefhyter^    or  mir.iRer   i;v   the   country,    viz. 

Whether    an   infant    viight    he  baptized  hefcre 

he  was   eight    clays   old  ?    The   reafon   of   his. 

doubt,    it    feems,  was   an  article  in  the   law 

rcfpcQing   circumcifion,    which,    under    the 

old  lediment   difpenfation,   rerpjired  that  in« 

fanrs    fhould    be    circumcifed  on   the  eighth 

day  from  their  birth.      Purfuantto  the  afore- 

faid  queftion,  an  ecclefiaftical  council  of  6S 

bifhops,  having  convened  at  Carthage,  A.  D. 

253,    Cyprian  propofed  a  refolution    of  the 

fpllowing  import,  viz.  "  that  an  infant  might. 
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"  be  baptized  on  the  fecond  or  third  day,  or 
"  at  any  time  after  its  birth  ;  and  that  cir- 
''  cumcifion,  befides  being  a  facramental 
*'  rite,  had  fomething  in  it  ofa  typical  nature; 
"  and  particularly,  in  the  circumftance  of 
''  being  adminiflered  on  the  eighth  day, 
''  which  ceafed  at  the  coming  of  Chrift,  who 
'•  has  given  us  baptifm,  the  fpiriiual  cirr.um- 
*'  cifion  ;  in  which  ordinance,  we  are  not 
"  thus  reftri6led,  with  refpeB  to  the  age  or 
"  time  of  adminiftration."  To  this  refolu- 
tion  the  council  agreed  unanimoufly;  as  it 
appears  from  the  tellimony  of  Cyprian  in  his 
epiftle  to  Fidus^  from  which  I  fhall  extra8  a. 
few  paragraphs,  in  order  to  (how  the  fenti- 
ments  of  thofe  venerable  and  ancient  fainis 
relatively  to  infant  baptifm. — The  infcrip- 
lion  is  as  follows  : 

"  Cyprian  and   the   refl  of  the  colleagues, 
."  who  are  prefent  in    council,  in  num- 
"  ber    fixty  fix,    to    Fidus   our    brother, 
"  Greeting,'" 

*'  As  to  the  cafe   of  infants,    whereas  you 
^  judge  that  they  mitjl  not  he  baptized  within  two 
*'  or  three  days  after  thy  are  boinj  and  that  the 
^'  law  of  the  ancient  circumafion  is  to  be  chjerved  ; 
^^  Jo   that  yoiL   think  none  Jhould  be  baptized  and  r 
^^  fanclijied^  until  the  eighth  day  after  their  birth  ; 
'•  we  were  all  in  our  affcmbly  of  a  quite  dif- 
'•  fercnt  opinion.      For   in  this   matter,  with 
•'  refped  to  that  which  you  thought  fitting  to 
'•  be   done,  there  was   not  one  of  your  mind. 
•'  But  all  of  us  rather  judged,  that  the  grace 
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^'  and  mercy  of  God  is  not  to  be  denied  to 
<'  any  perfon  born.     For  whereas  our  Lord 

**  in  his  gofpel  fays,  the  Son  of  Man  came  not  to 
*^  dejlroy  men's  fouls  (or  lives)  but  to  fave  them. — 
''That  the  eighth  day,  appointed  to  be  ob- 
"  ferved  in  the  Jewifh  circumcifion,  was  a 
^'  type  going  before  in  a  fhadow  or  refem- 
««  blance,  but  on  Chrift's  coming  was  fulfilled 
«  in  the  (ubftance  ;  for  becaufe  the  eighth 
<«  day,  that  is  the  next  after  the  fabbath,  was 
«'  to  be  the  day  on  which  the  Lord  was  to 
"  rife  from  the  dead,  and  quicken  us,  and 
<^  give  us  the  fpiritual  circumcifion.  This 
"  eighth  day,  that  is,  the  next  to  the  fabbath, 
<«  or  the  Lord's  day,  went  before  in  the  type, 
*'  which  type  ceafed  when  th(j  fubftance 
*•  came,  and  ihe  fpiritual  circumcifion  was 
''  given  to  us.  So  that  we  judge,  no  perfon 
"  is  to  be  hindered  from  obtaining  the  grace, 
*'  (that  is  ofhaptifm)  by  the  law  which  is  now 
"  eilablifhed  ;  and  that  the  fpiritual  circum- 
"  cifion  ought  not  to  be  reftrained  by  the 
*'  circumcifion  which  was  according  to  the 
"  flefh  ;  but  that  all  are  to  be  admitted  to  the 
"grace  of  Chrift  ;  fince  Peter^  fpeaking  in 
*'  the  A6Vs  of  the  Apoftles,  fays,  the  Lord 
**  halh  fhown  me  that  no  peifon  is  to  be  called 
*'  common  or  unclean.  This,  therefore,  dear 
''  brother,  was  our  opinion  in  the  aflembly, 
*'  that  it  is  not  for  us  to  hinder  any  perfon 
"  from  bapiifm,  and  from  the  grace  of  God, 
*'  who  is  merciful,  and  kind,  and  affe8ionaie 
"  io  all.     Which  rule,  as  it  holds  for  al!j  fo 
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'*  we  think  it  is  more  efpecially  to  be  ob- 
**  ferved  in  reference  to  infants,  and  thofe 
"  that  are  newly  born,  to  whom  our  help  and 
"  the  divine  niercy  is  rather  to  be  granted, 
'•  becaufe  by  their  weeping  and  wailing  at 
"  their  fii  ft  entrance  into  the  world,  they  do 
**  intimate  nothing  fo  much  as  that  they  im- 
'•  plore  companion,"  Sec, 

I  prefume,  Sir,  that  you  never  read  the 
refuk  of  this  council ;  for  your  pretended 
information,  it  feems,  was  derived  from  an 
«  ancient  dialogue  revifed."  How  ftrange- 
ly  have  the  plaineft  matters  of  fa6l  been  mif- 
underftood  and  mifreprefented  ! — The  coun- 
cil at  Carthage  was  not  defigned  to  eftahiifli 
the  pra8ice  of  infant  baptifm,  or  to  confider 
and  decide  the  queftion  of  their  right  to  the 
ordinance;  concerning  this  they  entertained 
no  doubt.  That  infants  ought  to  be  bap- 
tized, was  taken  for  granted  both  by  Fidus^ 
and  by  Cyprian^  and  by  ihe  council  of  66 
bifliops.  It  is  true  Fidiis^  who  propofed  the 
cafe,  iappofed  that  their  baptifm  could  not 
be  adminiftered  with  propriety,  before  the 
eighth  day^  to  which  circumcifion  had  been 
reftrifted.  But  ihe  council  were  unanimoufly 
of  a  different  opinion,  as  it  appears  from  their 
dccihon.  Tlie  proceedings  of  the  aforefaid 
council  are  paniculr-rly  ftated  by  SaiiU  Cr- 
prian,  in  an  rpiftle  which  he  wrote  about  150 
years  after  the  Apoftles.  And,  '•  there  is  no 
"  piece,  fays  Dr.  Wall,  in  all  antiquity,  that  can 
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*'  he  proved  more  certainly  to  he  genuine^  than 
''*  thisr 

It  is  impoflTible  that  infant  baptifm  (hould 
have, been  an  innovation.  The  fuppofition, 
is  utterly  incredible.  There  was  not,  we 
are  exprefsly  (old,  one  man  in  that  affembly, 
who  fuppofed  it  neceflary  that  baprifm  fhould 
be  omi:tcd  until  the  eighth  day;  and  cer- 
tainly none  could  think  it  ought  not  to  be 
adminiftered  to  infants  at  all.  It  was  an 
unanimous  vote,  that  infants  might  be  bap- 
tized lawfully  and  prrperly,  even  on  the 
fecond  or  tliird  day  after  their  birth.  This 
general  conferit  fufficiently  prove*;,  that  the 
right  of  infant  baprifm  had  been  eflablifhed 
and  approved  by  long  cuftom.  Befides, 
many  of  ihcfe  minifters  were  prob:ibly  60  or 
70  years  old.  and  had  been  baptized  in  their 
infancy. — Their  parents  or  grand  parents 
undoubtedly  lived  in  the  firfl  cenrurv,  and, 
it  is  likely,  were  well  acquainted  wiih  the 
practice  of  the  ApoHles  themfelves. 

Saint  Avibrofe^  who  wrote  about  274 
years  after  the  x^poflles,  dccla'es  exprefsly, 
"  that  infant  bapiifm  was  pra8ifed  in  his 
'"  time,  and  in  the  time  of  the  Apoflies.'* 

Saint  ChryJJlom  obferves  '•  thit  perfcJrts 
"  m  iy  be  baptized  either  in  ;hcir  infane^%  in 
••  mi  .Idle  ago,  or  in  old  age.'-— He  te!N  us, 
'•  infants  were  baptised,  al;h  -ugh  they  had 
••  no  fin;  artd  that  the  fi^^n  c)f  the  crofs  was 
^-  ma  le  upon  th-jir  foreheads  af  baptUm.** — 
S,.;i;r  ir.e'orde  fays,  '-  if  i!\fants  be  nor  bap- 
Z 
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'*  tized,  the  fin  of  omitting  their  baptifm  is 
"  laid  to  the  parent's  charge." — Saint  Aujlin^ 
who  wrote  at  the  fame  time,  about  280  years 
after  the  Apoftles,  fpeaks  "  of  infant  baptifm 
''  as  one  of  ihofe  praBices  which  was  not 
"  injlituted  by  any  council^  but  had  ahvays  been 
"  in  ufe.  The  whole  church  of  ChriJI,  he  in- 
^'  forais  us,  had  covjlantly  held  that  infants 
"  were  baptized  for  the  forgivenefs  of  fin." — 
'•  That  he  had  tievtr  read  or  heard  of  any 
«?  Chrijlla%  Catholic  or  SeElary^viho  held  other- 
«•  wife." — "That  no  chriftian,  of  any  fort, 
«•  ever  denied  it  to  be  ufeful  or  necefTary.'* 
<'  If  any  one,"  faith  he,  '•  fnould  afk  for  di- 
«'  vine  authority  in  this  matter,  though  that, 
«•  which  the  whole  church  praQifes,  and 
"  which  has  not  been  inftituted  by  councils, 
'•  but  was  ever  in  ufe,  may  be  believed,  very 
<•  reafonably,  to  be  a  thing  delivered  or  or- 
"  dered  by  the  Apoftles,  yet  we  may,  bc- 
'*  fides,  take  a  true  eftimate,  how  much  the 
"  facrament  of  baptifm  does  avail  infants,  by 
"  the  circumcifion  which  Cod's  former  pco- 
'**  pie  received." 

No  one  of  thefe  ancient  Fathers  ever 
wrote  direQly  in  favour  of,  or  againft,  infant 
baptifm.  In  their  various  difcourfes  and 
writings,  they  often  mention  it,  occafionaliy 
and  tranfiently,  when  difcourfing  on  fome 
other  fubje61. — They  mention  it  as  a  general 
praQice  of  univerfal  notoriety,  about  which 
there  was  no  coniroverfy,  in  order  to  con- 
fute fome  prevailing  herefy,  or  efiablidi  cer- 
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tain  doBrioes,  that  were  then  difputed. 
Similar  teftimonies  might  eafily  be  produced 
from  the  writings  of  many  oiher  ancient 
wiinefTes,  but  this  would  unnecellarily  add  to 
the  prolixity  of  the  prefent  work.  I  will 
therefore  conclude,  by  ftating  very  briefly, 
the  iriconteftible  and  conclufive  evidence  in 
proof  of  infant  baptifm,  arifing  out  of  the 
well  known  Ptlagian  coniroverfy  refpefting 
original  fin,  which  happened  about  300  years 
after  the  ApolHes. 

Pelasius  held,  that  infants  v/ere   borri  free 
from    any     natnrai     and    finPu!     defilements. 
The  chief  oppofers  0'    him  and  his  adherents 
were   S.iint   Hicrome,  and    Saint    Aujlin^    who 
conliantly  urged,    very    ciofely,  in    all  their 
writings  upon    the  fubjeB,  the  following  ar- 
gument, viz.   *'  1  hat   infants   are^hy   all  chrif- 
'•  tians,^  acbiozokdged  tojlandin  rifcd  ojhaptijm.^ 
"  ivhkh  viufl  he  in  tkem  for   original  Jin^^  fincc 
"  they  have  no  other,''     '•  If  ihey  have  no  fin, 
'•  why  are  they  then  baptized,  according    to 
'•  the  rule  of  the  church, ^f^or  the  forgivenefs  cf 
''^  fins  ?  Why  are  they  wafJied  in  the  later  of  re- 
'*  generation^  if  they    have  no  pollution  ?''     Pela- 
giiLSi   and  alfo  Cf/f/?zii5,   oi^e  of  his  principal 
abettors,  were  extremely    puzzled  and    em- 
barraffed  wiih  this   argument.     They    knew 
not  how  to  evade  or  furmounl  its  force,  but 
by  involving   themfelves  in  greater  abfurdi- 
ties  and  difficulties.     Some    perfons    aggra- 
vated the   fuppofed  error,  by  charging  upon 
them  the  denial  of  infant  baptifm,  as  a  confe- 
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quence  tbat  followed  from  iheir  tenet.  Pe- 
lagius  difclaimed  the  fldiiderous  imputation 
viih  abhorrence,  declaring  that  he  was  ac- 
cuTed  falfcl).  In  the  confcflion  of  faith, 
Pelagias  then  exhibited,  which  Dr.  Wall 
has  recited,  he  owns,  '-  thai  haptifm  ought  to 
'•  he  adminijltrcd  to  infants^  with  the  Jamt  facra- 
*'  'mc-ulal  liords  which  are  itjed  in  the  caft  cj  adult 
*•  ptrjomy — He  vindicates  hinifelf  in  the 
flr^agcft  terms,  faying,  "  that  men  Jlandtr 
'•  hihi  as  if  he  denied  the  facr anient  of  haptifm  to 
^'  infants^  en  I  did  prcmife  the  ki?igdom  of  heaven 
^'  to  any  perfon  withoiu  the  redemption  cf  Chrfl ; 
*•  and  ajfiyms  that  he  never  heard  cf  any,  not 
'•  even  the  mofi  impious  heretick,  that  wculifay 
^*  fvLch  a  thing  of  infants,'''  Now  thcfe  diffi- 
culties would  have  been  iiidantly  removed, 
and  ibe  battery,  which  fo  greatly  annoyed 
ihwU),  been  demolifhed  at  once,  by  only  de-- 
nyitig  that  infants  vvcre  to  be  baptized.  But 
I .  j)  did  not  fugged  or  entertain  any  doubi  at 
all  refpeQing  this  doQrine.  P dagius  iQdiAvly 
avO'Wcd,  in  the  moft  explicit  manner,  the  in- 
contellcd  right,  and  the  cftabliflied  immenjo- 
rial  praQice  of  infant  baptifm.  Celcftius  alfb 
tonfclfed,  •'  that  inlants  were  to  be  baptized 
*•  according  to  ih^  rule  of  the  univerfal  churcJi.'" 
One  of  ihefe  men  was  born  and  educated 
in  Britain,  and  the  oiher  in  Ireland.  They 
both  lived  a  long  time  at  Rome,  the  centre 
of  the  world  and  place  to  which  all  people 
reforied.  CchJliiL:^  fettled  at  Jerufalem,  and 
Pciagi^-ii    tray  .died   over    all    the    principiil 
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churches  of  Europe,  A(ia  and  Africa.  If 
there  had  been  any  numbcrof  churches,  or  a 
(ingle  church,  in  any  part  of  the  world,  not 
only  in  that,  but  in  the  two  preceding  age^, 
who  denied  the  baptifm  of  infants,  thefe 
learned,  fagacious  perfons  muft  have  known 
or  heard  of  it;  and  certainly  they  would 
have  mentioned  it,  in  order  to  check  the 
triumph  of  their  opponents,  and  to  wreft 
from  them  that  argument,  by  which,  above 
all  others,  they  were  mofl;  grievoufly  preffed. 
It  is  evident  there  was  no  fociety  of  baptirts 
then  in  the  world,  nor  had  there  been  any  of 
that  denomination,  within  the  memory  of 
man.  The  confeffion  of  Pelagms  and  Ce- 
leftius  amoui^s  almoft  to  demoiiftraiion.  It 
proves,  beyond  all  reafonable  doubt,  that  in- 
fant baptifm  had  univerfally  obiained,  and 
had  always  been  pra6lifed  among  chnllians, 
even  from  the  apoftolick  times. 

Dr.  Wall,  who  enjoyed  the  bed  advan- 
tages for  being  acquainted  with  the  hiflory 
of  infant  bapii'm,  and  who  made  this  the 
principal  -fubjecl  of  his  ftudies  and  enquiries, 
briefly  fums  up  the  evidence  on  both  (ide^, 
in  ihe  following  words:  "  Lrtdly,  for  the 
'•  firft  four  hundred  year5,  there  appears 
''  only  one  man,  TertiiUlan.  who  advi fed  the 
"  delay  of  infant  baptifm  in  fome  cafes,  and 
*'  one  Gregory^  \^' ho  did  perhaps  praClife  fuch 
^'  delay  in  the  cafe  of  his  own  children;  but 
"  no  fociety  of  men  fo  thinking  or  lb  prac- 
"  lifing  ;  or  any  one  man  frying  it  was  u:i- 
Z  2 
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*•  iawTul  to  baptize  iafants.  So  iii  ihe  next" 
<•  Teven  hundred  years,  there  is  not  fo  much 
ii  a$  one  man  to  be  found,  who  eiiher  fpokc 
'i  for  or  pradifed  any  fuch  delay,  but  all  the 
'•  Goniiary.  And  when  about  the  year  one 
'•  thoufand  one  hundred  and  thirty,  one  fe6l 
'^  among  the  Waldenfes  or  Albigenfes  dc- 
"  Glared  againfl  the  baptizing  of  infants,  as 
"  being  incapable  of falvation^  the  main  body  of 
*'  that  people  rejeQed  therr  opinion  ;  and 
^'■they  of  them  who  held  that  opinion,  quick- 
*-  ly  dwindled  away  and  difappeared,  there 
^«  being  no  more  perfons  heard  of,  holding 
^*  that  tenet,  until  the  rifing  of  the  German 
'•  aD.i-paedobap'.ifts  in  the  year  1522." 
I  am.  Sir,  6L'c. 


LETTER     XXIV. 

SIR,    ■ 

MAVE  had  occafion,  fcveral  ii:ne&,  to 
i.:eniion  the  vague  and  iiiuefinite  njanner  in 
vthich  you  ha\e  ufed  the  word  baptifls.  But 
i.i  \our  ••  n.iniaiure  hiftory"  you  have  adopt- 
ed a  ienfe  entirely  new,  which  I  iiever  lead 
v>i  heird  of  before.  You  tell  us  from  Dr. 
Mo/ficim^  "  that  the  true  fouice  of  all  the 
*"  pec-iliaiities  nov;  to  be  four.d  in  the  re- 
*"*  hgioui  do6triiie  and  dircip!i;ie  of  the  Men- 
'*  i.-v/*:..its  (01  ba;  'uQ:>  i.i  ihc  n jrih  or  Eu:ope} 
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*^  is  to  be  found  in  the  following  maxim,  viz, 
'*  that  the  kingdom  of  Chrijl^  or  vijibk  churchy. 
'*  which  he  had  ejlablipied  on  earth,  was  an  ajfem- 
'•  bly  of  faints^  and  ought  therefore  to  be  inaccejjl- 
"  ble  to  the  wicked  and  unrighteous-^  and  a  If o  ex- 
'•  empt  from  all  thofe  inflitutions^  which  human 
*•  prudence  fuggcjli  to  oppofe  the  progrefs  of  ini- 
**  qidty,  or  cor reB  and  reform  tranfgreffors'' 

From  the  afore faid  maxim,  difF.rent  per- 
fons  have  deduced  different  principles  and 
pra6lices.  Moflieim  does  not  intimate,  as 
you  have  aflferted,  that  allthoL^  perfons  who 
adopted  this  maxim,  were  baptifls.  He  does 
not  pretend,  as  you  have  done,  that  the 
Waldenfsi  d^nd  Wicklifites,  znd  Hufit<s, /were 
baptifts.  He  knew  they  never  had  deaicd 
the  right  of  infant  baptifm,  or  held  to  the 
necefficy  of  dipping.  A /.d  thu.s  ii  is  with 
many  at  the  prefeni  day,  who  have  embraced 
the  fame  maxim,  or  fentiments  of.  a  limliar 
nature.  They  Aill  continue  cotircientioufly 
i;i  the  pra6\ice  of  baptizing  infants.  But 
Dr.  Mjflicim  fay^s,  ''that  ilij  diftinguifiiing. 
''  principles  of  the  Mcnnonites  at  this  day,  flow, 
''from  the  aforefaid  do61ii;je  concerning  the 
'•  church." — "  That  it  is  in  cogfeq^icnce  of 
'•  this  doQrine  (or  maxim)  that  they  admit  none 
'•  to  the  facramcnt  of  baptifm^  but  perfons  who  are 
'•  com:  to  the  fill  uf  of  reafon," — That  '•  it  is 
'•  in  confequence  of  the  fame  doQrine,  that 
'•  they  neither  admit  civil  rulers  into  thtir  com- 
"  miuiion,  nor  allow  any  of  iheir  ommbcrs  to 
^*  perform   the    fuHLlions    of   magiflracy;     for 


284  -^N    APOLOGY    FOR 

"  where  there  are  no  malefaftors,  magiftrates 
"  are  ufelefs.  Hence  alfo  they  pretend  to 
"  deny  the  lawfidnefs  of  repelling  force  by  force^ 
"  and  conjider  war^  in  all  its  Jkapes^  as  unchrij- 
"  tian  andunjuji.      For  as  ihofe   w^  ^     ;r- 

"  fedly    holy  can    neither  be  by 

*' injuries,  nor  commit  them,  iiicy  do  not 
"  need  the  force  of  arms,  either  for  the 
"  purpofe  of  refentment  or  defence.'* — Ac- 
''  cording  to  this  principle,  there  are  no  iranf- 
"  greffions  in  the  kingdom  of  Chrift,  and 
"  confequently  no  occafion  for  the  authori^ 
"  ty  of  the  jadge." — "  The  members  of  a 
"  holy  church  can  neither  difTemble  nor 
"  deceive  ;  they  accordingly  refiife  to  conjirm 
''  their  tejlimony  by  oath^"  Sec. 

Thefe  inferences,  which,  we  are  told,  the 
Mennonites  admitted,  were  difavowed  by  the 
Waldenfes  in  general.  It  is  true,  Mofheim 
tells  us,  "  that  the  Mennonites  are  notentire- 
'^  lymiftaken,  when  ihey  boaft  their  defcent 
*'  from  the  Waldenfes,  Petrobrufiians,  and 
*'  other  ancient  fe6ls,  who  are  ufually  con- 
'•  fidered  as  ix)itnejjh  of  the  truths  in  the  limes 
'•  of  univerfal  darknefs  and  fuperflition." 
Eut  if  the  Mennonites,  who  were  baptifts, 
defcended  fil^m  the  Waldenfes,  this  does  not 
prove  that  the  Waldenfes  were  bapiifts.  If 
the  inhabitants  of  Sedgwick  are  baptids,  this 
will  not  prove  that  the  people  of  New-Eng- 
land, from  whom  they  defcended,  are  uni- 
verfally  or  generally  of  the  fame  denomina- 
tion.    The  account   given  by  Dr.  Moflieira 
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is  perre6tly  confif^ent  with  what  Dr.  Wall 
has  obferved,  viz.  "  that  there  was  one  ^cB, 
'■^  of  the  Waldenfes  wh")  declared  againfl  (he 
*•  baptizing  of  infants,  but  the  main  body  of 
"that  people  rej^6led' their  opinion." 

How  couid  you  reprefent  ''  Dr  Mofh  -i  n, 
"  Dr.  Mriclain,  and  Prcfidbnt  Edwards,  ^s 
*'  icftifyin^  that  the  Waldenfes,  HufTi'es,  and 
"  VVickhfFifes,  were  efTentially  (he  faine  wi  h 
'•  the  baptids  of  latter  times  •  or  that  they  all 
"  were  what  we  call  bapfids."  The  afTerdo'i 
is  wholly  without  foundation:  Thofe  learn- 
ed men  whom  you  have  nameCj  never  faid 
nor  i.itinated  that  thefe  ancient  xoitnejfes  of 
the  truth  denied  infant  baptiGiij  or  held' to 
the  necefli:y  of  dipping. — 3ot  they  were 
haptijls^  forfooth,  according  to  your  new 
fangled  definition  of  the  word,  becaufe  they 
adopted  a  certain  ?»^A;m,  refpeOing  the  puii- 
ty  of  the  church,  whichj  Dr.  Mofheim  fays, 
difpofed  the  Mnincnites  to  admit  none  but: 
adults  to  the  facrain:nt  of  baptifm.  Strange 
fophiftry  ! 

It  is  true,  Prefident  Edwards  fuppofed 
that  the  Waldenfes  derived  their  name  from 
the  vallies  of  Piedmont;  and  thai  this  was-; 
the  place,  from  whence  they  originated; 
But  he  never  faid  nor  fufpe8ed,  that  the  an- 
cient inhabitants  of  ihofe  vallies  were  bap- 
lifls.  He  confidered  them  as  holding  the 
primitive  doQrines  of  chriftianity;  and  in 
his  hiftory  of  redemption,  mentions  Mr. 
Toplady  as  being  of  the  fame  opinion.     He 
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points  out  very  particularly  from  an  old  con- 
feffion  of  faith,  and  other  authentic  teftimo- 
iiieS)  their  leading  and  peculiar  feniiments, 
and  efpecially  as  they  differed  from  the 
opinion  and  pra6lice  of  the  Romifii  church. 
But  this  great  and  learned  man  does  not  in- 
timate that  they  denied  or  negle6ted  infant 
baptifm.  He  found  no  fuch  aiiicle  in  their 
creed. 

Dr.  Wall  fays,  exprefsly,  "  that  the  prefent 
"  WaM en fes,  or  Vandois  in  Piedmont,  do 
''  praBife  infant  bapiilm,  and  they  were 
''found  i:i  the  pradice  of  it.  when  the  pro- 
'•  tefiants  of  Luther's  refoimation,  fent  to 
*'  know  their  ftate  and  dotliine,  and  to  con- 
''  fcr  viih  them;  and  they  themfelves  do 
"  fay  that  their  fathers  never  pra6lifed  oiher- 
"  wife  ;  and  this  they  prove  from  an  old  book 
"  of  theirs  called  the  Spiritual  Almanack,  in 
'*  which  infant  baptifm  is  owned.  And  Perin^ 
"  their  hiftorian,  mentions  the  reafon  of  the 
"  contrary  report^  viz.  That  their  anccftors,  be- 
"  ing  conjlrained  for  fever al  hundred  years  to  JvJ~ 
^'  Jer  their  children  to  he  baptized^  by  the  priejh  of 
'•  the  church  of  Rome  ^  they  df erred  their  baptifm 
**  as  long  as  they  could,  becaufe  they  had  in  detefia- 
''  tion  thofe  human  inventions  that  uere  added  to 
"  the  facrament<i  which  they  held  to  be  a  pollution 
^''thereof  And  forafnuch,  as  their  ou.n  pajlors 
"  -were  many  times  abroad,  empkyed  in  the  fer- 
"  vice  of  their  churches,  they  could  not  have  bap- 
"  tifm  adminifered  to  their  children  by  their  ozun 
"  miniflers.      For   this  caufc  they  ktpt  them  long 
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^'-from  haptifyn^i  which  the  popijli  priejls  perceiv- 
"  ing^  took  notice  of^  and  charged  them  with  the 
'^  aforefaid  JlanderJ' 

'•  There  are  many  other  confeflions  of 
"  theirs,"  fays  Dr.  Wall,  "  of  h'ke  import, 
''  produced  by  Perin,  Baxter^  Wills^  Sec, 
"  This  is  the  account  the  Waldenfes  give  of 
"  themfelves,  fome  of  which  feem  to  have 
*'  been  publiflied  about  200  years  ago." — 
which  would  be  300  years  from  the  prefent 
time. — Hiftory  of  Infant  Bapiifm,  2d  vol. 
page  221. 

Hiftorians  are  not  agreed  as  to  the  reafon 
or  occafion,  why  this  people  have  been  call- 
ed Waldenfes.  It  is,  however,  not  very 
material  in  the  prefent  difpute,  whether  they 
derived  their  name  from  Waldo  or  Waldus, 
the  fuppofed  founder  of  that  feci,  according 
to  Mofh.Mm  and  others,  or  from  the  vallies 
of  Piedmont,  the  place  where  it  is  pretended 
they  lived,  and  from  which,  fome  fay,  they 
originated. 

You  tell  us  that  Dr.  Mofhcim  {ay^.^  "  the 
'«  true  origin  of  that  fe6l,  which  acquired  the 
"  denomination  of  anabaptills  by  adminifter- 
"  ing  anew  the  ordinance  of  baptifm  to  thofe 
"  who  came  over  to  their  communion,  and 
"  derived  that  of  Mcnnonices  from  the  fa- 
"  mous  man  to  whom  they  owe  the  greateft 
"  part  of  their  prefent  felicity,  is  hid  in  the 
''  remote  depths  of  antiquity,  and  is  of  con- 
"  fequence  extremely  difficult  to  be  afcir- 
"  tained,"     Here  you  flop,  in  the  ver\  mild 
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of  a  fenterce,  and  obferve,  '•  Dr.  Mofheim, 
"  at;  learned  an  hiftoiian,  though  noi  fo  can- 
*'  did  a  one,  as  the  fcience  of  letters  can 
"  boaft,  bears  positive  teftimony  ihat  the 
"  origin  of  the  bap:ifts  is  hidden  in  the  re- 
"  mote  depths  ofaniiquiiy."  I  wifh,  Sir,  you 
had  been  candid  enough  to  have  dated  the 
reafons  of  the  aforefaid  difficulty  and  urcrr- 
tainty,  wiih  refped  to  the  origin  of  the  ana- 
baptifls,  ?s  mentioned  by  that  learned  hifto- 
rian,  in  the  very  words  which  immediately 
follow  \our  quotation. — IJe  fays,  "  this  un- 
*'  certainty  uill  net  appear  furpriiirig^  when  it 
*'  isconfidered,  thatil.it  rc61  darted  up, all  of 
"  a  njdden,  ir.  feveia!  countries  at  the  fame 
"point  of  tim^,  urider  leaders  of  different 
"  ialen\s  and  diffcnnt  inicnci07is,  ai'd  at  the 
*'  very  litne  \^ht  n  the  firft  contefls  of  the  re- 
"  formers  with  the  Roman  Pontiffs,  drew  the 
"  attention  of  the  zvorld.  and  employed  the  pcM  of 
''  the  l-arrifd  in  fuch  a  manner^  as  to  rcndtr  all 
''  other  G^jc^s  and  incidents  almfl  maUtrs  of  in- 
"  di^crence.'' 

The  anabap'ifl'i,  coiiCernirg  wl.om  Mo- 
(heim  is  here  fpeaking,  were  not  ihofe  who 
appeared  in  the  iwelfih  Century  aiid  foon  dif- 
appeared.  He  had  paricular  reference  to 
(he  German  anabaptids,  who  made  ih«  ir  ap- 
pearance in  thr  fixteeiuh  century.  The  un- 
ccnaini),  v\hich  he  mentions,  rtl'pe^^ing  (he 
origin  of  this  (e8j  doci  not  relate  to  the 
time  Zihen^   but  to   li'.e  place  uhere   :hey   firfl 
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made  their  appearance,  and  to   the  people 
from  whom  tllly  defcended. 

Again,  "  It  is  difficult,"  he  fays,  «  to  de- 
"  termine,  with  certainty,  the  particular  fpot 
"  ihat-gave  birth  to  that  feditious  and  pefti- 
"  lential  fe6l  of  anabaptifts,  whofe  tumultu- 
'^  ous  and  defperate  attempts  were  equally 
''^pernicious  to  the  caufe  of  religion  and 
<^  civil  interefts  of  mankind.  Whether  they 
"  firft  arofe  in  Switzerland^  Germany^  or  the 
"  Netherlands^  is,  as  yet,  a  matter  of  debate, 
<«  whofe  decifion  is  of  no  great  importance. 
"  It  is  moft  probable,  that  feveral  perfons  of 
"  this  odious  clafs  made  their  appearance  at 
'•  the  fame  time,  in  different  countries;  and 
"  we  may^jv  this  period  foon  after  the  dawn 
*'  of  the  reformation  in  Germany,  when 
"  Luther  arofe  to  fet  bounds  to  the  ambition 
«  of  Rome,"  &c. 

Dr.  Mufheim  does  not  pretend,  as  you 
have  infinuated,  «•  that  the  fe8:  of  the  bap- 
"  tifts  exifted  before  the  days  of  Luther  and 
"  Calvin,  and  that  they  lay  concealed  in  al- 
"  moft  all  the  countries  of  Europe,"  ^c. 
This,  Sir,  is  a  grofs  mifreprefentation,  pur- 
fuant  to  your  new  fangled  definition  of  a 
baptift.  According  to  that  learned  hiftori- 
an,  as  we  have  already  obferved,  "  there  ex- 
"  ifted  before  the  days  of  Luther  and  Calvin, 
"  many  perfons  who  adhered  te.nacioufly  to 
"  a  certain  do6lrine  or  maxim,"  relative  to 
the  purity  of  the  church.  Some  of  thefe 
perfons,  he  informs  us,  became  baptills,  at 
A  a 
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the  very  commencement  of  the  reformation, 
but,  in  general,  they  did  not  #ny  infant  bap- 
tifm  ;  but  have  continued  in  the  belief  and 
praQice  of  it,  even  to  the  prefent  day. 

It  appears  from  your  own  coriceffions,  that 
if  there  were  any  baptifts  before  the  days  of 
Luther  and  Calvin,  they  lay  clofely  concea?- 
'edin  their  hiding  places — fecreted  in  inaccejji' 
hie  ■vallies,  behind  impaffable  mountains.  And 
you  tell  us,  "  When  the  conteft  between  the 
"  Romanifts,  and  Luther,  and  his  aflociates, 
''  firft  drew  the  attention  of  the  world,  the 
"baptifts  came  out  of  their  hiding  places." 
Such  pofitive  aflertions  need  pofitive  proof; 
but  you  have  produced  none.  You  have 
not  named  a  fingle  church,  or  minifter,  or 
private  individual  of  that  denomination. 
Your  pretended  evidence  is  merely  conjec- 
tural, or  of  the  negative  kind.  It  would  not 
be  admitted,  in  any  other  cafe,  even  by  your*- 
felf ;  and  in  the  prefent,  it  proves  nothing 
but  the  extreme  ftraits  and  difficulties,  to 
which  you  are  reduced.  It  is  much  more 
likely  that  thofe  perfons  fuddenly  altered 
their  opinion,  and  commenced  baptifts  at  the 
very  time  when  they  made  their  appearance. 
We  could  eafily  mention  inftances,  even  in 
our  own  country,  of  large  numbers — the 
greatcjl  part  of  a  parifli  or  town,  who  have 
been  as  fuddenly  converted,  fometimes  to 
the  meihodifts'  and  fometimes  to  the  baptifts' 
principles. 
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Again,  you  tell  us^  "  that  the  Lutherans 
**  and  Baptifts,  as  might  have  been  expeftcd, 
"fell  out  by  the  way,  and  Calvin,  if  not  Lu- 
'*  ther,  warmly  oppofed  them."  It  is  proba- 
bly true,  as  you  have  flaied,  "  thai  the  bap- 
"  tifts  were  difappointed  in  Luther."  But 
you  are  greatly  miftaken,  in  fuppofing,  ''*  that 
•*  the  baptifts  were  favoured  with  clearer 
^^  gofpel  light,  and  wifhcd  to  carry  the  reFor- 
"  mation  furiber  than  Luther  was  appointed 
'•  to  accompliflv."  Luther  and  Calvin  plain- 
ly forefaw  the  dreadful  exccfles  into  which 
the  baptifts  were  about  to  plunge,  and  Faith- 
f'uliy  warned  them  of  the  danger;  and  happy, 
happy  for  that  people,  if  they,  had  barkened 
to  their  prudent  and  friendly  advice.  This 
would  have  prevented  them  from  commit- 
linL;  thofe  .vile  and  fliocking  enormities, 
which  fixed  an  everlafting  ftigma  on  the  mad 
men  of  Munfter,  and  deluged  Germany  with 
blood,  I  do  not,  however,  confider  the 
modern  baptifts  implicated  in  thofe  atrocious 
tranfa6lions,  but  view  them  as  innocent. 
My  only  i-nteniion  is,  to  correB  your  miftake, 
and  repel  your  defamatory  infinuations, 
with  refpeQ  to  Luther  and  Calvin,  thofe  an- 
cient reformers,  who  are  not  here  to  fpeak 
in  their  own  defence. 

Again,  "  we  are  told,"  you  fay^  "in  the 
*'  Appendix  to  Moiheim's  Church  Hiftory, 
"that  one  oi  the  remarkable  things  which 
^^  took  place  in  the  fecond  century,  was  the. 
'^baptizing  of  infantsj.it  being  never  known 
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*'  before  as  a  chriftian  ordinance  for  them.'^ 
I  have  examined  the  aforefaid  Appendix, 
and  can  find  no  fuch  affertion,  nor  even  im- 
plication. You  have  ftrangely  and  very  un- 
accountably mifapprehended  and  mifrepre- 
fenied  the  real  ftate  of  faQs.  The  learned 
authors  of  the  Appendix  have  not  faid  nor 
intimated,  that  the  baptizing  of  infants  was 
then  inftituted,  or  introduced,  or  "  that  it 
*•  then  took  place ;  or  that  it  was  never 
*'  before  known  as  a  chriftian  ordinance  for 
"  them."  They  dillinguifhed  very  carefully 
atid  propejiy  between  thofe  things  which 
were  known  to  have  been  inlroduccd  or  ejlab- 
liJJied  in  the  fecond  century,  and  thofe  things 
which  were  known  to  hav-e  been  iifedor prac- 
tifed  it)  that  century.  As  for  example,  they 
fay  '^  ihe  cuftom  of  pra>'ing  toward  the  caR 
*'•  was  introduced  in  the  fecond  century."  But 
'•  that  infant  baptifm  and  fponfers  were  njed- 
"  in  this  century."  If  infant  baptifm  was- 
vfcdin  the  fecond  century,  it  was  undoubted,- 
ly  lifedin  ihe  JirJI^  for  fome  of  the  Apoiiles 
lived  until  the  fecond  century.  Behdes, 
fcveral  of  the  ancient  fathers  exprefslv  affert, 
'•  that  the  baptifm  of  infants' never  was  in- 
'•  troduccd  or  cftablifhed  by  any  council  or- 
'•  human  authority,  but  had  always  been  in 
^'  ufe."  Origen,  Ambrofe,  and  Auflin,  ''  af- 
'•  firm  that  the  baptizing  of  infants  was  or- 
'•  dered  by  the  Apoftles,  and  praBifed  ia 
'•  their  time."  There  is  no  account  of  any 
church  or  fociety  of  men,  who  ever  denied 
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th'-  right  of  infant  baptifm,  before  the  twelfth 
century.  "  About  the  year  eleven  hundred 
"and  thirty,  one  fe  61  of  the  Albigenfes  de- 
"  clared  againft  the  baptizing  of  infants,  as 
"  being  incapable  of  falvation  ;  but  the  main 
"  body  of  that  people,  and  aifo  the  Walden- 
"  Cqs,  properly  fo  called,  reje61ed  that  opin- 
"  ion  ;  and  thofe  of  them  who  held  that  o- 
"  pinion,  foon  dwindled  away  and  difappear- 
"  ed  ;  there  being  no  more  heard  of  hold- 
''  ing  that  opinion,  till  the  rifing  of  the  Ger- 
"man  baptifts  in  the  year  1522." 

Again,  you  tell  us,  >'  that. the  Mennonites 
"were  baptifts."  But  this  kEi^  who  derived 
their  name  from  Mcnnon^  a  famous  leader  a- 
mong  them,  did  not  appear  before  the  fix- 
teenth  century.'  .  You  alfo  tell  us,  "  that  the 
"  PetrobrufTians  v;ere  baptifts,".  This  peo- 
ple, who  derived  their  name  from  Peter 
Brui«,  the  founder  and  leader  of  the  Petro- 
brufTians, appeared  in  the  twelfth  century, 
»nd  were  that  fe6l  of  the  Albigenfes,  whom- 
we  have  juft  mentioned,  . 

The  various  arguments  and  objeftions, 
which  have  been  alleged,  in  order  to  dif- 
prove  the  aforefaid  hiftorical  fa6lsj  appear 
to  be  very  trivial  and  inconclufive.  Some 
have  objected  to  the  aforefaid  quotations 
from  Origen,  becaufc  they  are  taken  out  of 
a  Latin  tranfiaiion,  the  original  Greek  not 
being  extant.  But  how  unreafonable  and 
frivolous  thus  to  obje6l  to  a  tranflation,  which 
has  all  proper  evidence  of  genuincnefsjwkki'. 
Aa  2 
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out  being  able  to  confront  it  with  the  origi 
nal  ?  It  has  been  pretended  that  the  opinions 
and  obfej  vations  of  the  ancient  fathers,  con- 
cerning infant  baptifnn,  feem  to  be,  in  fome 
inftances,  very  (Irange  and  weak  ;  but  the 
peculiarities  of  honeft  nnen  can  never  invali 
date  their  teftimony  refpefting  plain  matters 
of  fa6l.  Some  have  fuppofed  that  the  Do)!- 
etijis  were  baptifts.  merely  becaufe  they  re> 
baptized  in  certain  cafes ;  but,  upon  inqui- 
ry, it  has  been  found  this  people  pradifed 
infant  bapiifm,  and  only  re-bapiized  ihofe 
who  had  been  baptized  in  the  church  of 
Rome,  elleeming  that  church  fo  corrupt  as 
to  render  their  baptifm  invalid.  Several 
other  fe£ls  have,  occafionally,  adopted  the 
fame,  or  a  fimilar  pra6Uce.  In  fome  inftan- 
ces  the  Manichees  or  Quakers  have  been 
taken  for  the  baptifts.  Mr.  Stennet  recites  a 
paffage  from  the  learned  Dr.  Allix^  concern- 
ing one  "  Gundulphus  and  his  followers, 
''  who  being  examined  by  the  Bifhop  of 
Cambray,  at  a  fynod  in  the  year  1025,  de- 
nied tliat  baptifm  was  profitable  to  infants, 
and  ftated  their  reafons  againft  baptizing 
them."  Here  he  ftopped,  omitting  that 
pat t  of  their  confeflion  which\did  not  fuit 
bis  purpofe,  viz.  "  Thefe  men,  at  the  fame 
'  exatrinaiion,  being  further  interrogated, 
^  confeded  that  they  thought  water  baptifm 
^'  of  no  ufe  or  importance  to  any  one,  infant 
'  or  adult."  Dr.  Wall  correfled  this  unfair- 
liLfi  dfui  partiality  of  Mr.  Stennet,     But  ftill 
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Dr.  Gill,  as  Mr.  Clark  informs  us,  perfifted 
in  repealing  the  fanie  mudlated  quotation  j 
and  in  the  following  A^aunting  manner,  viz. 
*'•  So  we  have  teftimonies,  that  paedobaptifm 
"  was  oppofed  500  years  before  the  affair  of 
"  Munfter." — Five  hundred  years  before 
ihe  affair  of  Munfter  !  That  is,  in  the  elev- 
enth century.  And  by  v^hom  \vas  infant 
baptifm  then  oppofed  ?  Not  by  the  baptifts, 
it  feems,  but  by  the  qaakers,  who  renounced 
and  derided  ail  water-baptifm. 

Some  of  the  ancient  writers  have  not  dif- 
tinguifhed,  with  fufficient  accuracy,  the  fev- 
eral  feds,  who  entertained  different  opinions 
concerning  the  rite  of  bapiifrn.  The  qua- 
kers,  who  denied  the  ufe  of  water-baptifm, 
wdth  refpeB  to  adults  as  well  as  infants,  and 
thofe  fe6ls  who  re-baptized  in  certain  cafes, 
although  they  did  not  deny  or  negle6l  infant 
baptifm,  have  fomeiimes  been  incautioufly 
called  by  the  common  name  of  anabaptifts. 
Some  learned  men  have,  accordingly,  fup- 
pofed  that  the  Petrobruflians  were  Manichees 
or  Quakers;  and  that  they  never  avowed 
the  prefent  baptifts'  principles.  This  how- 
ever is  a  matter  of  but  little  importance. 
The  Petrobruffians  were  a  imall,  inconfider- 
&bie  fe6t.  They  foon  dwindled  and  difap- 
peared. 

Again,  Dr.  Gill  ^nd  fome  oiher  baptifl 
writers  very  earneilly  contend,  that  the  an- 
cient Waldenfes  baptized  adults  and  denied 
infant  baptifm.      This  opinion  has  been  de- 
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clared  to  be  a  mere  "  chimera  or  gronndlefs 
"  fiQion,"  by  Mr.  Clark,  formerly  of  Salem, 
and  Mr.  Dickinfon,  formerly  Prefideni  of 
New-jerfey  College,  even  after  they  bad  ex- 
amined the  hiftory  of  that  people  with  the 
greaieft  care  and  diligence.  Prefident  Ed- 
wards, alfo,  explored  the  vallies  of  Piedmont 
with  the  utmoft  fcrutiny,  but  found  no  bap- 
lifts  there.  Dr.  Wall  fays,  "  no  perfon  who 
"has  written  the  hiftory  of  the  Waldenfes 
"  hath  reprefentcd  them  as  denying  infant 
•'  bapiifm."  We  have  already  hinted  at  the 
occafion  of  the  aforefaid  miftake.  The  Wal- 
denfes  were  very  zealoufly  oppofed  to  the 
corruptions  and  fuperftitious  ceremonies  of 
the  Roinifh  Church,  and  unwilling  to  have 
their  children  baptized  by  a  popifti  prieft. 
The  papifts,  of  courfe,  became  their  ene- 
mies ;  and  fome  of  their  writers  reprefented 
ihem  as  being  hereticks,  and  amo^^g  other 
things  charged  them  with  the  herefy  of  de- 
nying infant  baptifm.  But  the  Waldenfes, 
who  were  certainly  beft  acquainted  with  their 
own  principles  and  praftice,  have  difclaimed 
the  charge  in  the  moft  unequivocal  manner; 
declaring  that  they  did  baptize  their  infants, 
and  proving  from  ancient  records,  that  their 
forefathers  ha-d  always  praclifed  infant  bap- 
tifm. 

1 1  is  pretended,  that  fome  great  and  learn- 
ed men,  who  were  in  the  praftice  of  bapti- 
zing infants,  have  had  their  doubts  with  re(^ 
ped  to  the  propriety  of  infant  baptifm.     If 
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this  be  true,  it  is  a  circumftance  of  very  lit- 
tle importance  in  the  prefent  difpute.      Eve- 
ry doBrine  of  the   gofpel  has  been  doubted 
or  denied  by  individuals;  but  other  perfons, 
who   were   better   informed,   have   believed 
them  fully,  even  without  any  doubting  at  all. 
Mr.  Whijlon  and  a   few   others  were  ready 
to  imagine,  that  the   ancient  fathers,   when 
fpeaking  concerning  the  baptizing  of  infants, 
bad   not   reference    to    infants    in    days    or 
years,  but  to  infants  in  knowledge  and  faith. 
This  pretended  dlfcovery  appears  to  be   the 
rcfu-it  of  inextricable  difficulty.     Thefe  men 
fell  the  dilemma  in  which  they  were  invol- 
ved ;  and  were  convinced  that  their  notions 
of  baptifm  rnufl  be  relinquiflied,  unlefs  they 
could  find  out,   that  all   ihe   fa-thers,   in  the 
primiiK^e  ag^s,  ufed  the    v;ord   infants  in   a 
rn e  r a  p h o  ric  al  fe n  fe  ;   mean i  n g  th e  re  by  y  o u  n g^ 
people,  or  ignorant  old  people.     This  abfuid 
opinion    appears  to  have  been  their  only  al- 
ternative ;    and    yet  the  abfurdity  is  To  evi- 
dent that,   ill  (lead  of  diforoving   tlie  right  of 
infant   baptism,  it  affords  a  very  (irong,  pre- 
lum p  live  argument  in   its    favour.     Confule 
the   ancient    fathers  ;     confult    eccleliaiiical' 
hiliory,    and   you    will    find    full    and    clear 
proof  that  infant  baptifm  was  pra6tifcd  from 
the  beginning  of  chriftianity ;    and   that  ihc 
pra6tice  did  continue  in  the  univerfai  church 
without  interruption  or  exception,    until   a- 
bout  the  year   eleven  hundred  and  thirty  af- 
ter Chrift*      It  mjght  pollibly  have  been  op- 
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pofed  by  a  few  individuals;  but  previous  to 
the  aforefaid  period,  we  have  no  evidence 
from  the  writings  and  monuments  of  antiqui- 
ty, that  any  body  of  profefled  chriftians  or 
church,  ever  did  deny  the  validity  or  law- 
fuinefs  of  infant  bapiifm.  That  fed  called^ 
Petrobruffians  was  not  numerous.  Their 
number,  we  have  fhown,  foon  diminifhed, 
and  they  became  extin61;  fo  that  there  was 
really  no  great,  lafting  oppofiiion  to  infant, 
baptifm,  before  the  fixieenih  century. 

You  will  now  fufFer  me  to  propofe  a  few 
queftions,  for  your  impartial  confideraiion. 
You  have  faid,  '•  thai  the  highly  interefting 
"  contention,  at  the  prefcnt,  is,  who  fhall 
''  reign  over  us.  and  who  fhall  give  us  laws, 
'*  Chrifl  or  Antichrift  ?."  Our  praBice,  with 
refped  to  bapiifm,  you  tell  us,  "is  an  ordi- 
nance of  Antichrift,  derived  from  ghoftly 
Popes  and  the  mother  of  harlots" — and  rep- 
refent  thofe  minifters,  who  attempt  to  pre-, 
v.ent  the  bapiifts  from  making  divinonsand. 
reparations  among  the  people  of  their,  charge, 
by  warning  ihem  of  their  danger,  "  as  a6ling 
"  in  this  matter  the  part  of  the  old  fcribes, 
"  pharifees,  and  hypocrites,  who  would  not 
*•  enter  the  kingdom  of  heaven  themfelves, 
^'  but  hindered  ihofe  who  were  entering." 
You  feem,  however,  to  be  aware,  that  the 
Sentence  is  fomewhat  fevere,  and  therefore 
endeavour  to  qualify  the  exprcfhgn  by  lay- 
ing, "I  by  no  means  fuppoie,  that  all  who 
'•  have  done  thus  are  indeed  hypocrites,  faye. 
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"in  this  particular."  But,  Sir,  is  not  he  who 
wilfully  offends  in  one  point  guilty  of  all  ?  Are 
the  aforefaid  and  fimilar  declarations  confift- 
ent,  with  civility  or  even  decency  ?  Are  they 
confiftent  with  that  candour  and  charity 
which  become  a  profefled  chriftian  and  efpe- 
cially  a  chriftian  niinifter  ?  Who  art  thou  that 
judgefl  another  r,ians  fervant  ?  Why  dofl  thou 
judge^  and  why  doji  thoufct  at  naught  thy  brother  P 
1  will  not  undertake  to  anfwer  thefe  quef- 
tion^,  but  fabmit  them  to  your  own  reflec- 
tions. Does  not  our  common  Lord  and  Maf- 
ter  claim  the  exclufive  right  of  judging  his 
own  fervants  ?  I  will  therefore  clofe  with 
thofe  awful  words,  with  which  vou  concluded 
your  exhortation  to  your  fathers  and  breth- 
ren in  the  miniflry,  Sec,  «  I  pray  you  re- 
member one  thing;  with  what  judgment  ye 
judge  ye  fhall  be  judged." 

Yours,  fincerely, 

JOHN  REED- 
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UESTION.  Can  any  good  reafon  begiven^ 
why  the  mode  of  baptizing  Jhould  not  have  been 
decided  and  fixed  by  Chrifi  ? 

Anjwer,  The  reafon  undoubtedly  was 
this,  that  individuals  might  be  at  liberty  to 
adopt  fuch  a  mode  as  would  be  moft  agreea- 
ble to  their  wifhes,  and  beft  fuited  to  their 
circumftances.  The  indulgence,  therefore, 
appears  to  difcover  great  wifdom  and  good- 
nefs;  efpecially  when  we  confider  the  differ- 
ent conditions  and  prejudices  of  mankind — • 
and  that  baptifm  was  pra6life4  before  our 
Saviour's  time  as  well  as  (ince,  in  feveral 
jHodes  and  forms,  both  by  Jews  and  Gen- 
tiles. 

Quefiion,  Can  we  fuppofe  that  if  Chrijl  and 
his  ApoJlUs  had  approved  of  fpr inkling  as  being 
a  lawful  and  valid  mode  of  baptizing^  any  of  the 
primitive  converts  to  chrijlianity  would  have  pre- 
ferred a  total  dipping  ? 

Anfwer,  The  fuppofition  is  perfectly  natu- 
ral, if  we  confider  the  ignorance  and  fuper- 
ftiiion  of  ancient  times.  It  was  not  in  the 
power  of  the  Apoftles  to  perfuade  the  be- 
lieving jews  to  lay  afide  the  g'ievoub  rite  of 
Bb 
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circumcifion,  and    burdenfome    cuftoms    of 
Mofes.     Our  Saviour  faid  to  his   difciplcs, 

/  have  many  things  to  fay  unto  you^  hiil  ye  cannot 
hear  them  nozv.  Some  perfons,  in  every  age 
and  country,  have  been  difpofed  to  ^iefpife 
fmail  things — and  fuch  as  could  be  obtained 
without  any  expenfe  or  difficulty.  If  Elifha 
had  bidden  the  Syrian  Leper  to  do  fome 
great  and  expenfive  thing,  he  would  have 
done  it  with  the  utmoft  readinefs.  But  he 
difdained  the  cheap  and  eafy  reoiedy  pro- 
pofed,  and  was  greatly  difpleafed  with  the 
prophet.  When  our  Saviour  wafhed  his  dif- 
ciple's  feet,  Peter,  at  firft,  refufed  ;  but  being 
told  that  wafhing  was  indifpenfably  requifite, 
be  infilled  upon  being  wafhed  all  over; — not 
my  fed  only^  but  my  hands  and  my  head. — 
And  thus  fome  perfons  would  probably  have 
thought  in  refpe6l  to  the  chrillian  bapiifm  ; 
— that  there  was  not  fufficient  fignificancy 
or  validity  in  fprinkling  or  pouring  a  few 
drops  of  water;  and  confequenily,  that  a 
total  immerfion  appeared  to  be  neceffary,  or 
at  leaft  the  mod  eligible  mode  of  baptizing. 
Queflion.  Was  not  Chrifl  baptized  by  immer- 
fion ?  and  is  it  not  a  duty  incumbent  on  us  all  to 
deny  oiofelves^  and  take  vp  the  crofs^  and  follow 
him  whitherfoever  he  goeth^  even  into  the  loatery 
grave  ? 

An  fiver.  We  have  already  fliown,  that 
Chrid's  bapiifm  was  his  c on lec ration  to  the 
facerdoial  office,  and  not  intended  as  an  ex- 
ample.    It  wa?,  however,   undoubtedly  per- 
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formed  by  fprinkling,  as  the  law  of  Mofes 
exprefsly  required.  We  are  no  where  told 
he  went  into  the  water;  and  alihouoh  it  is 
once  faid  in  our  tranflarion  that  Chriil  came 
up  out  of  the  water  ^.  this  manner  of  exprefTion 
does  not  prove  he  was  dipped.  Befides,  we 
have  fhown  that  the  original  word  apo^  which 
u  here  rendered  out  of^  more  properly  and 
comtrfonly  fignifiesyrom,  our  tranjlators  them- 
felves  being  judges.  For  in  the  five  firft  books 
"of  the  New  Teflament,  they  have  tranfliied 
the  Greek  word  ^/?o,  into  the  Englifli  word 
from.)  93  tiines  oF»encr  (ban  ;hcy  have  tranf- 
lated  It  into  the  Eng.:ifh,word.-<.m/J^/".  This 
wonderful  argument  in  favour  of  immerfion, 
when  weighed  in  the  balance  of  truih  is 
found  warning — lighter  than  vanity.  How 
ftrange  that  it  fhould  ever  infiuence  any  per- 
fons  to  be  dipped,  and  efpecially  from  among 
thofe  who  have  been  baptized,  in  the  name 
of  the  facred  Trinity,  by  affufion  or  fprink- 
ling !  And  iWW  more  ftrange,  that  baptift 
miniilers,  themfelv.es,  fhould  appear  to  place 
fo  much  flrefs  upon  it  ! — And  always  men- 
lion  it  on  baptizing  occafions  !  I  hope  they 
are  aQuated  by  better  motives  than  the  con- 
Gderatipn  of  its  being  popular  and  effica- 
cious. 

Oiiejlwn,     Bvi  is  not  (he  mode  of  plunging.^  a 
crofs — an  injlance  of  great  f elf  denial  with  which 
we  ought  to  comply -i  in  obedience  to  the  authority  of 
Chrijl? 
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Anfwer,  Chrift  has  required  baptifm,  but 
not  dipping.  The  mode  of  baptizing,  we 
have  fliown,  is  left  undecided.  If  any  per- 
fon,  who  hawS  never  been  baptized,  fhould 
prefer  being  dipped,  we  do  not  objeft.  Our 
obje6lion  lies  againft  the  praBice  of  re-bap- 
tizing, or  of  making  the  mode  eCTential  t® 
the  ordinance  of  baptifm.  This  we  view  as 
the  efFe6l  of  fuperftition,  and  not  of  religion. 
Chrift  has  required  us  to  duty  ourfelves  of  all 
ungodlimfs^  and  of  every  worldly  /?//?,  and  lake 
up  the  crcfs  daily.  But  every  ciofs  is  not  the 
cpofs  of  Chrift.  There  are  many  inftances 
of  felf  denial  which  he  has  not  required. 
The  worfhippers  of  Baal  denied  tbemfelve.^, 
when  they  cryed  aloud  cm d  leaped  upon  the  altar y 
Oittting  their  fle/Ji  with  knives  ofiid  lancets^  from 
morning  till  evening.  The  fuperftitious  pa- 
pifts  deny  themfelves  when  they  turn  nuns 
and  hermits;  and  in  eiiduring  and  fufFer- 
ing  a  great  variety  of  penance  and  bodi- 
ly mortifications,  Such  kind  of  fervices^ 
the  Apoft.le  tells  us  in  Colof.  2d  chap.. 
i8ih  and  23d  verfes,  have  indeed  a  fJiew  of 
wifdom  in  will  worfnip^  and  a  voluntary  humility^ 
and  negledivg  the  body  ;  or  (as  it  might  have 
been  rendered)  in  punifliing  or  not  fparing 
the  body.  But  thefe  are  inftances  of  felf- 
denial  which  Chrift  has  not  required.  There 
is  therefore  no  obedience  or  virtue  in  them. 

Qucflion.     Are  not  thofe  perfons  who  praElife 
baptizing  in  the  mode  of  fprinkling^  romifs^   in 
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tKe  Jame  fenfe  that  thty  art  bapiijls  that  praRife 
dipping? 

Anfzver.  They  who  pra61ire  rprink]ing  are 
rantijls^  in  the  fame  fenfe  that  thofe  perfons 
are  dupiijls^  who  praQife  dipping  ;  for  the 
Englifli  word  dip^  is  derived  from  the  Greek 
word  diiptb^  which  (ignifics  to  dip  and  noth- 
ing elfe. 

Qiiejlion,  Why  did  not  our  tranflators  render' 
the  original  word  rantizo^  rantize,  as  they  have 
rendered  the  original  word  haptizo\  baptize  9 

Anfwer,  Rantizo  fignifies  to  fprinkic.  ex- 
clufively.  Our  tranOators  have  therefore 
done  right  in  tranflating  it.  But  the  word 
baptizo,  admits  of  various  fignifications ;  it 
was  accordingly  proper,  that  they  fhould 
tranfcribe  it.  It  belongs  to  expofitors,  and 
not  to  tranflators,  to  afcertain  and  fix  the 
meaning  of  doubtfal  words. 

Qiufiion.  Do  not  the  Greek  churches  praBife 
dipping ;  and  is  it  not  reafonahle  to  fuppofe  that 
thy  bejl  underjland  their  own  language  ?■' 

Anfwer.  The  Gretk  churches  univerfally 
pra6life  infant  baptifm  ;  and  they  commonly 
dip  their  infants,  but  not  invariably,  for  tht! 
mode  of  baptizing  is  not  confidered  by  them 
asedential.  Befides,  the  ancient  Greek  lan- 
guage has  for  a  long  time  been  a  dead  lan- 
guage. Although  underflood  by  the  learn- 
ed of  all  nations,  there  is  no  particular  na- 
tion, at  the  prefent  day,  that  underilands  and 
ufes  it, 

Bb  2 
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Qiieftion,  Is  not  the  mode  of  baptizing  hy  af- 
f'jfion  or  fprinkling,  preferred  and  adopted  by 
f>me  perfom^  on  the  account  of  its  being  mofl  con- 
venient ? 

Anfwer,  Baptifm  is  but  a  ritual  inftitution 
of  a  ceremonial  kind.  St.  Paul  thanked  God 
that  he  had  baptized  (o  kvj -,  for  Chrifl  did 
not  fend  him  to  baptize^  but  to  preach;  which 
was  a  bufinefs  of  more  importance.  Too 
much  ftrcfs  may  certainly  be  laid  upon  the 
mode  of  baptifm,  and  even  upon  the  ordi- 
nar>ce  itfelf.  But  ftill  the  ordinance  is  very 
irnportant,  and  muR  noi  be  defpifed  and  neg- 
le6ied  by  any.  The  conveniency  of  pour- 
ing and  fprinkiing  is  certainly  no  objeBion. 
It  muft  be  confidered  as  a  very  good  argu- 
ment in  their  favour;  efpecially  when  com- 
pared wiih  dipping  which,  in  fome  cafesj 
cannot  be  praBifed,  and  in  many  others 
would  be  very  inconvenient  and  difficult. 
Chrift  haih  no  where  reftriQed  us  to  the 
inode  of  dipping.  A  reftri6lion,  therefore, 
of  this  nature  appears  to  be  as  unrcafonable 
as  it  is  urifcriptural. 

Why  fhould  that  liberty  be  retrenched 
which  hath  been  allowed  us  by  our  common 
.Saviour  ?  Why  fhould  that  baptifm  be  con- 
la  rlcred  and  treated  as  a  mere  nullity  or 
mockery,  which  God  has  fo  often  owned  and 
bleffv^d  ?  Why  deprive  weak,  fick,  dyit^g 
chr;(iians,  of  thdt  mercy  which  hath  been  in- 
dul;3ed  them  by  their  Creator  and  Redeem^ 
er  ^     Is  hO  allowance  to   be  m;ide  for  coun- 
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tries  and  climates — for  places,  and  times, 
and  feafons,  and  conditions  ?  1  know  it  is 
pretended  by  fome  that  dipping  is  always 
fafe — that  it  never  endangers  the  health  or 
life,  however  difordered  the  perfon,  or  fee- 
ble his  conftitution,  or  cold  the  feafon.  It 
is  always  proper  to  truft  God.  But  thou  Jhalt 
not  tempt  the  Lord  thy  God,  Thou  (halt  not 
cajl  thy fdf  down  from  the  pinnacle  of  the  temple^ 
expeEling  that  he  will  give  his  angels  charge  to 
bear  thee  up  in  their  hands^  and  prevent  all 
harm.  Befides,  in  thofe  northern  regions, 
where  bathing  is  feidom  praftifed,  bapiifm 
by  immerfion  frequently  appears  fhocking  to 
persons  of  a  timorous  make,  and  efpecially 
to  females.  We  are  exhorted  to  attend  upmi 
the  Lord  -without  diflraHicn,  But  is  it  in  the 
power  of  every  perfon  to  receive  baptifm  by 
immerfion,  "  without  having  his  thoughts 
"  deranged,  his  mind  agitated,  and  his  fpirits 
^'  flattered  fo  as  to  render  him  incapable  of 
"  thofe  fedate  and  devotional  exercifes, 
''  which  ought  always  to  accompany  this 
"  folemn  ordinance  ?" — Shall  the  opinion 
and  praftice  of  the  baptifts  be  made  a  rule 
and  meafure  for  every  one  ?  And  muft  all 
tiie  churches  and  all  the  chriftians  in  the 
world,  who  cannot  conform  with  them  here- 
in, be  unchurched  and  excommunicated,  for 
their  non-conformity  ?  It  is  undeniably  evi- 
dent that  many  inftances  will  occur  on  the 
account  of  ficknefs,  the  inclemency  of  the 
weather  and  fcarcity  of  water,  in  which  bap- 
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tifm  by  immcrfion  would  be  impraBicable  or 
dangerous;  and  of  courfe,  a  variety  of 
doubtful,  perplexing  cafes.  Who  can  tell ' 
T^hat  kind  of  diforder — what  degree  of  in- 
firmity — what  feverity  of  weather  would  af- 
ford a  fufficient  excufe  for  negle6ling  the 
ordinance  of  baptifm  ?  How  long  may  a- 
perfon  wait  for  the  perfeft  reftoration  of 
health — for  a  warm  feafon — for  a  pleafant 
day — for  rain  in  a  dry  time,  to  raife  the 
ftreams  ?  Or  how  far  may  an  individual  or  a 
congregation  lawfully  go  upon  the  fabbath, 
in  order  to  find  a  place  of  water,  faitable  for 
baptifm,  according  to  the  prefent  mode  of 
dipping  ?  Thefe  and  fimilar  queftions  will 
frequently  happen,  which  the  moft  ficilful 
phyfician  or  cafuift  can  never  folve.  AVe 
plainly  fee  the  goodnefs  and  wifdom  of  God, 
in  leaving  the  mode  of  baptizing  undeter- 
mined. We  may  fay  of  baptifm,  as  our  Sa- 
viour faid  concerning  the  fabbath,  it  was 
made  for  man,  and  not  man  for  baptifm. 
The  Old  Teflainent  yoke  was  grievous  and 
heavy,  but  C/iri/l's  yoke  is  eafy  and  his  hiirdfn 
light.  He  prefers  mercy  to  the  moft  coftly 
and  painful  facrifices;  and  has  accordingly 
allowed  us  to  adopt  that  mode  of  baptizing, 
which  convenience,  expediency,  or  the 
emergency  of  the  cafe  might  dictate,  pro- 
vided this  religious  fervice  be  performed  de- 
cently and  in  order, 

Q'ccjlion.     In  what  Jcnje  do  baptized  infants 
or  children  bilon^  to  the  Church  of  Chriji  ? 
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Anfwer,  Before  any  queftion  can  be  in- 
telligibly folved,  it  muft  be  coneflly  under- 
ftood.  It  is  therefore  neceffary,  in  the  firft 
place,  to  afcertain,  accurately,  what  is  here 
^neant  by  the  Church  ;  for  this  word  is  fre- 
quently ufed  in  different  fenfes — fometimes 
ii  is  called  the  invijihk  church — fometimes  the 
tmiverfal^  catholick  or  general  church,^  and  fome- 
times a  church. 

By  the  invifihk  church  is  intended  all  thofe 
perfons  who  now  are,  or  (hall  be  hereafter, 
fanftified.  juftified  and  glorified,  whether  in- 
fants pr  adults,  baptized  or  unbaptized — the 
whole  family  of  Chrift — an  innumerable  com- 
pany of  angels  and  men.  This  is  the  invifi- 
ble  church  of  the  firft  born.  But  fecret 
things  belong  to  God.  No  being,  but  the 
omnifcient  Jehovah,  knows  certainly  what 
individuals  belong  to  his  invifible  church. 

Again,  by  the  catholick  or  general  churchy 
we  mean  thofe  perfons  in  all  nations  and 
ages,  whether  adults  or  infants,  who  have 
been  regularly  admitted  into  the  vijible 
church  or  covenant,  by  receiving  the  exter- 
nal, appointed  fign  and  token  of  initiation 
and  memberfhip.  The  general,  vifible  church 
includes  all  thofe  perfons  who  have  been 
thus  vifibly  dedicated  to  God  through  Chrift, 
and  have  not  cut  themfelves  off  from  this 
vifible  relation  to  him,  by  their  open  infidels 
ity  or  wickednefs. 

Again,  by  a  church  we  underftand  any  num- 
l)er  of  perfons,  belonging  to  (he  grneral^  v^i^' 
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hk  ckiirch^  who  have  or  fhall  form  ihemfelves 
into  a  religious  yoo?^/)',  by  voluntary  alTocia- 
lion,  or  by  confcnting  to  a  mutual  covenant 
and  articles  of  agreement,  for  the  purpofes 
of  chriftian  ft-ilowfliip,  communion  and  dif- 
cipline.  Churches  thus  formed  and  eftab- 
lifhed,  oughr  to  be,  and  commonly  are,  in  a 
ftate  of  chriftian  fellowfhip  and  communion 
with  each  o:her.  It  is  in  thefe  particular 
churches  that  chriftian  difcipline  is  exercifed^. 
and  chriftian  communion,  at  the  Lord's  ta- 
ble, is  enjoyed.  Profefied  chriftians,  of  ev« 
ery  denomination,  who  belong  to  a  particu- 
lar church,  are  members,  aifo  of  the  general 
church.  Btit  every  member  of  the  general 
church  does  not  belong  to  a  particular 
church. 

The   primitive  chriftians  gave  themfelves 
up  to  God;  and  alfo  to  each  other.     Thefe 
were  two  diftin6l  a8s,  and  had  reference  to 
two  diftin61  covenants  or  churches.      In   the 
iirft   inftance,  they    gave    themfelves   up   to 
God  in  baptifm.       They  were  not  baptized,^ 
purfuant  to  the  vote  or  order  of  any  particti- 
iar  churchy  but  by  that  authority  which  Chrifl 
committed   to   the  Apoflles  and  to  their  fuc- 
cefTors.     They  were-  by  baptifm  conftituted; 
regular,  vifible  members  of  the  vifible,  gen- 
eral church.       After   this,   they   gave   them- 
felves up  to  each  other.     By  mutual  confent^ 
and   agreement,  they  became  incmbers  ofa 
particular    church,  or    rather    of    different, 
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particular  churches,  according  to  their  local 
circumftances- 

We  are  now  prepared  to  folve  the  origi- 
nal queftion.  Although  infant  children  are 
not  capable  of  that  voluntary  confent  and 
mutual  agreen?.ent5  which  are  requifite  to 
conftitute  them  complete  members  o^  a  par- 
ticular  churchy  and  qualify  them  to  participate 
in  the  difcipline  and  communion  of  faid 
church,  yet  they  are  capable  of  being 
<:on diluted  members  of  the  general  church.  If 
believifig  parents  are  not  authorized  to  fub- 
jeft  their  infant  children  to  the  regulations 
and  jurifdiBion  of  a  particular  churchy  they 
certainly  have  a  right  to-  devote  and  give 
them  up  to  God  according  to  the  tenour  of 
his  everlafting  covenant.  Children  thus  de- 
voted to  God  by  baptifm,  ihe  prefent  ap- 
pointed feal  and  token  of  his  gracious  cove- 
nant, are  regular  members  of  Chrill's  univer- 
sal, vifible  church. 

Qiiejiion.  Are  the  infant  children  oj believing 
parents  born  members  of  the  churchy  and  confe- 
qiiently  have  a  right  as  7ncmbers  to  he  baptized^  or 
is  their  member frip  confitv.ted  by  baptijm  ? 

Anfwer.  A  right  to  church  men«berfliip 
is  one  thing,  and  regular  admifTion  as  mem- 
bers into  the  vihble,  general  church  of  Chrifl, 
is  another.  The  children  of  believers  are 
to  be  confidered  as  heirs  of  the  promifeor 
covenant.  Memberfliip  is  their  birth-right  : 
they  are  accorditigly  to  be  admitted,  by  bap- 
tifm, as  rightful  members.      But  the  vifible 
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covenant  and  its  vifible  feal,  in  refpe6i:  to 
them,  mud  go  together  and  not  be  feparated. 
It  is  this  publick,  vifible  feal  or  token,  which 
principally  conftitutes  the  publicity  and  vifi- 
bility  of  the  covenant  and  of  memberfhip; 
fo  that  no  unbapiized  perfon  can  be  a  regu- 
lar, vifible  member  of  the  vifible  covenant, 
or  vifible,  general  church  of  Chrift.  He  may 
have  a  right  to  be  baptized,  and  in  that  way 
become  a  vifible,  regular  member;  but  it  is 
baptifm  which  principally  conftitutes  regu- 
lar, vifible  memberfhip. 

Qutjlion,  Is  it  certain^  that  the  ancient  If- 
raelites  and  Jewi/h  nation  did  belong  to  the  gene- 
ral church  of  God  ? 

Anfwer,  The  word  churchy  is  not  ufed  in 
the  old  teftarnent;  but  St.  Stephen,  in  the 
6ih  chapter  of  ihe  A6ls  of  the  Apoflles,  ex- 
prefsly  declares,  that  Mofes  was  in  the  church 
JM  the  wildcrnefs.  The  Ifraelites  and  Jews  are 
frequently  called  the  people  of  God — the  ped- 
pie  of  his  covenant.  A  great  variety  of  ex- 
preflions  are  ufed  which,  in  the  language  of 
Mofes  and  the  Prophets,  are  of  the  fame  or 
fimilar  fignification  with  the  word  church,  as 
mentioned  in  the  new  teRament.  Befides, 
all  the  males,  adults,  and  irfants,  who  rcpre- 
fented  the  whole  nation,  were  circumcifed. 
And  circumcifion,  we  are  plainly  told,  was 
the  feal dud  token  of  the  everlafting  covenant. 
The  Apoftle  alfo  fays,  they  were  all  under  the 
cloud  and  all  puffed  ihrovgh  the  fa,  and  were  all 
baptized  unto  Mofes ;   that  is,  into  the  religion 
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of  Mofes,  who  was  a  remarkable  type  of 
Chrift  ; — the  whole  nation,  confiding  of  wzm, 
wovien  and  children^  were  baptized  by  the  cloudy 
and  by  thefea.  Thus  the  covenant  was  re- 
newed,  and  their  church  memberfliip  con- 
firmed by  baptifm. 

Que/Hon.     If  the  infant  children  0/  believers 
are  to  be   baptized  becaufe  the  children  of  Ifrad 
ivere   circumcifed^  why  piould  not  they  partake  of 
the  Lord's  flipper^  as  their  children  partook  of  the 
paffover  ? 

Anfwer,     The  paffover   was  inftitutcd,  in 
order   to   perpetuate    the    memory   of  their 
miraculous  deliverance  from  Egyptian  bond- 
age.      The    law    of    Mofes    therefore    pre- 
fcribed,   that  -when  they  were  come  into  the  land 
which  God  zuoiild  give  them^  all  their  males  fliould 
appear  before  him,  annually ^  in  order  to  keep 
the   pyffover,  in  the  place  appointed  for  faid 
purpofe.     The   fame  law  provided    that  they 
Piould   not  appear  empty,  but  every  one  bring  a 
gift  in  his  hand,      Mr.  Poole^  h'p.  Patrick,  ^nd 
other  writers,  learned  in  the  Jewifh  laws  and 
cuftoms,  fay,  that  when  children  were  twelve 
years  old,  their    parents  confidered    them  as 
capable   of  prefenting   the    aforefaid   gift  or 
offering — capable  alfo  of  enquiring  and  of  under- 
funding  what   wai  m'a:it  by  this fervice,  and  by 
the  paffover;    they    therefore    now    brought 
them  10   the  temple,  to  obferve   the  feftival. 
Luke  accordingly  tells  us,  ''  that  the  parents 
**  of  Jefu^s,  went  up  every  year  to  Jerufalem, 
"  at   the   fcuil   of  the  paffover  ;  and  when  he 
Cc 
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*'  uhis  twelve  years  eld,  they  zcent  vp  (with  him) 
^^aftn-thccujlomcfthefeajl:'  It  is  not  faid 
nor  iniimafed,  that  their  Ton  ever  attended 
before.  This  was  undoubtedly  the  firfl  time. 
Being  now  twelve  years  old,  he  accompanied 
his  parents  to  the  feftival,  in  conformity  to 
the  ufual  cuttom. — At  this  age,  many  are 
certainly  capable  of  underflanding  the  na- 
ture and  defign  of  the  Lord's  fupper,  and  of 
being  benefitted  by  that  facrament.  We 
ought  however  lo  recolleQ  that  the  paffover 
was  one  df  the  Mojaic  riles,  and  appointed 
more  than  four  hundred  years  after  the  Abra- 
hamic  covenant ;  and  although  this  ancient 
rite  is  fuperfeded  by  the  Gofpel,  it  has  not 
difannulkd  the  c<wcnant.  Infant  children  are 
flill  capable  of  being  members  of  the  cove- 
nant, or  general  church  of  Chrijl^  although  not 
qualified  to  participate  in  the  difcipline  and 
communion  of  a  particular  church. 

Qiteftion.     Do  not  the  fcriptures  require  fait  h^ 

and   repentance,   and  the   anfu:er  of  a  good  con- 

Jcience,  as  requifite  to  haptifm  ?    Are  not   infants 

incapable  of  thefe  chrijlian  graces,  and  confequent- 

ly  diJquaUfud  for  that  ordinance  ? 

Anfwer.  I  have  heard  much  faid  con- 
cerning believer  s  baptifm — believe  and  be  bap- 
tized, &c,  but  never  happened  to  fee  thefe 
cxprefTions  in  the  facred  fcriptures.  Our 
Saviour  faid  to  his  difciples,  he  (hat  believeth 
and  is  baptized  Jliall  he  faved.  Here  faith  is 
placed  before  baptifm,  and  both  are  mention- 
ed conjointly  as  requifite  to  falvalion.     Our 
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Saviour  faid  to  Nicodemus,  except  a  man  he 
horn  of  ivattr  aniDJ the  Spirits  he  cannot  enter  the 
kingdoinof  God.  Hete  haptijin\^  placed ^e/or^ 
faith,  and  both  meniiontd  conjointly  a^s  re- 
quifite  for  admifHon  into  Chriil's  kingdom. 
A  profcffion  of  faith,  &c.  was  certainly  re- 
quired, by  the  Apoftles,.  of  adults^  in  order 
to  their  bapiirm,  and  is  (lili  requifite,  a^ld 
was  equally  neceffary  for  the  circiimcifion 
and  bapiifm  of  adult  p.erfons  or  profelyfes, 
under  the  Abraha'iiie  covenant  and  Mofaic 
difpenfation.  WvAi.  r^fpeO^  to  this  n^.-iiier, 
there  is  no  difpuie.  We  aiid  the  bapiifts  are 
entirely  agreed.  Various  in  fiances  are  re- 
corded, ifi  the  new- teilaraentj.oFpcrrons  who 
proFeQed  their  fail-hand  were  baptized.  But 
a  thoufand  fuch  examples  of  adult  baptifm 
can  never  difprove  the  right  of  infant  bap- 
tifm. or  furnifh.a  fingle  argument  againfi  it. 
Cannot  adult  believers  be  admitted  unlefs 
infants  are  reje8ed  ?  Is  there  not  room  e- 
nough  in  God's  gracious  covenant  and  gen- 
eral church  for  both  ?  for  believing  parents 
and  their  children  ?  The  aforefaid  objec- 
tion,, like  a  vapour  beheld  at  a  diftance, 
looks  as  if  there  might  be  fomeihing  in  it, 
but  upon  a  nearer  view,  is  found  to  be 
wholly  deflitute  of  folidity  and  fubflance, 
as  we  have  already  fhown,  and  fiiall  have 
occafion  to  fhow  more  fully  hereafter. 

Qu^/lion.      Is  not  an  exprcfs  command^   or  ex- 
plicit example  necejfayy^  in  ord'^r   to  give  per- 
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Jons^  whether  adiilts  or  infants^  a  right  to  injlu 
tutions  of  a  pojitive  nature  ? 

Anjiver.  Sufficient  evidence  of  their  right 
is  neceffary.  But  it  is  immaterial,  whether 
this  evidence  arife  from  precept,  example, 
or  fair  implication.  Mankifid  are  too  apt 
to  limit  the  Holy  One  of  Jfrael^  by  fpecifying 
the  kind  and  degree  of  evidence  that  would 
fuit  and  fatisfy  them.  The  fcribes  and  pha- 
rifees  difregaided  and  dtfpifed  all  the  evi- 
dence which  our  Saviour  exhibifed  in  vin- 
dication of  his  divine  miflion,  while  they  con- 
fiantly  demanded  fome  fign  in  proof  of  his 
MefTiahfiiip.  At  the  time  of  his  crucifixion, 
their  language  was,  if  J  ejus  will  come  dozm 
fora  the  crofs^  we  zvill  believe  on  Inrn,  but  not 
otherwife.  It  is  a  common  but  juft  obltr 
vation,  that  fuch  arguments  as  prove  too 
much,  prove  nothing.  Thofe  premifes  or 
principles  muft  not  be  admitted,  which  will 
produce  inadmifTible  confequences.  It  is 
undoubtedly  the  duty  of  women  to  commune 
at  the  Lord's  table;  but  there  is  no  explicit 
command  or  example  for  female  communion. 
It  is  the  duty  of  chriftians  to  obferve,  in  a 
religious  manner,  the  fiift  day  of  the  week, 
but  there  is  no  explicit  warrant  for  changing 
the  Sabbath  from  the  feventh  day  to  the 
firft.  If  the  Apoflles  obferved  the  firft  day 
of  the  week,  this  does  not  prove  that  they 
negleftcd  the  leventh.  Some  of  the  baptift 
denomination  ftili  think  themfelves  bound, 
according  to  their  principles,  to  obferve  the 
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feventh  day,  and  are  cdiWtd  feven-day  baptijh. 
A  quaker  would  fay,  "  there  was  no  explie- 
*'  it  warrant  under  the  gofpel  inftiiution  for 
^^  water-baptifm  :    that  John    baptized    W/A 
^^  water ^  but  Chri/i  baptized  •  wiih   the  Holy 
*«  Ghofi ; — that  he  commi{Iio?*ied  his  Apoftles 
*'  to  adminifter  baptifm,   but   did   not  order 
"  them  to  ufe  water ;  and  that  it  is  no  where 
*'  faid  they  did  baptize  with  water.''     At  ihe 
houfe  of  Cornelius,  Peter   afl;ed,  '•  can  any 
^^  onQ  forbid  water  \\\2it  thefe   fhould  not  be 
*•  baptized  ?'*    But  it  is  not  faid  that  any  water 
was  brought,   or  u fed*'     Phih'p  and   the  Eu- 
nuch  went  down  to,  or  into  the  wa^er,  and 
came  up  from,-  or  out  of  the  water,    but  it  is 
not  faid  that  he  baptized  him  ia  the  water  or 
with  the  zuater  ;  3ind  thefe  two  are  the  only 
inftances,  in  which   the   word  water  h  even 
mentioned.     I  know  this  manner  of  reafon- 
ing   is   fophiftical   and   fallacious,    but  it  ap- 
pears to  me  that  the  baptifts,    in    their   zeal 
10  overthrow  the  doctrine  of  infant  baptifm, 
have  given   up  fto  "  their  good   friends  the 
*'  quakers")   the    only    tenable  ground — ihc 
only  fure  defence  of  water  baptifm  ;  and  in- 
ftead   of  founding  their  principles  upon    the 
baptifm   of  Chriil,    they   have    attempted  to 
found  them    upon   the  bapiifm  of  John,  and 
have  accordingly   cal-led- themfelves -^^^/Jzy^i, 
s^name  derived  from  John  the  Baptift,  who, 
the     quakers    acknowledge,    baptized     with 
water.     John^  as  we  have  obfervcd,  was  ihe 
lall  and  greatejl   prophet   under   the  Mofaic 
C  c  2 
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di fpen ration ;  hut  the  kajl  in  the  kingdom  of 
ChriJ}-  is  greater  than  he.  We  have  endeav- 
oured lo  fhow  from  the  fcriptures,  and  from 
the  writings  of  the  ancient  Fathers,  that  the 
infant  children  of  chriftian  parents  have  a 
right  to  be  admitted,  by  baptifm,  into  the 
vifible  church,  or  kingdom,  or  covenant  of 
God.  In  the  Abrahamic  covenant,  God 
granted  the  right  of  church  memberfhip  to 
infants,  and  commanded  that  they  fhould  be 
admitted  by  a  vifible  token.  This  church 
memberfhip  of  infants  has  never  been  fet 
afide,  either  by  the  authority  of  God,  or  of 
infpired  men.  It  therefore  continues  in  full 
force,  under  the  fantlion  of  heaven,  even  at 
the  prefent  day.  '^  In  the  old  teftament 
"  there  is  an  explicit  precept  for  the  obferv- 
**  ance  of  the  iabbath,  and  alfo  an  explicit 
"  precept  for  the  application  of  the  feal  of  the 
"  covenant  to  the  infant  feed  of  fuch  parents 
'•  as  are  vifible  members;  and  as  the  change 
'•  oi  ihe  fabb.ih,  under  the  prefcnt  difpenfa- 
'*  tion,  from  the  fevenih  to  the  firtt  day  of  the 
'•  week,  is  not  to  be  confidered  as  a  repeal  of 
"  the  original  precept,  refpecling  the  fab- 
'•  baih  ;  io  neither  is  the  change  of  the  feal 
''  oi  the  covenant,  from  circumcifion  to 
''  bapiifm,  to  be  confidered  as  a  repeal  of 
'•  ihe  original  precept  relpeding  the  feal." 
The  church  or  covenant,  and  fubjeds  ihere- 
o:,  are  the  fa^ne  ;  and  although  the  feal  is 
vantd  as  to  its  form,  being  changed  from 
ciicuiiiofion  10  bapiifm,  it  ii  ilill  ot  the  fame 
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import,  and  applicable  to  the  fame  fubjeds. 
Faith  was  required  in  order  to  the  circum- 
cifion  of  adults,  but  it  was  not  requifite  in 
order  to  the  circumcifion  of  infants.  Accord- 
ingly, a  profeffion  of  the  chriftian  faith  is  iHll 
required,  in  order  to  the  baptifm  of  adults,  but 
it  is  not  requifite  in  order  to  the  baptifm  of 
infants. — The  Apoftle  fays,  if  any  would  not 
work,  neither Jhoiild  he  eat.  This  faying  is  ap- 
plicable to  thofe  adults,  who  are  favoured 
with  health  and  ftrength,  becaufe  they  are 
capable  of  working,  but  it  mult  not  be  ap- 
plied to  the  aged  and  infirm,  or  to  infants, 
for  they  are  incapable  oi  work.  Thus  the 
Saviour  fays,  he  that  believeth  and  is  baptized, 
/hall  befaved,  but  he  zvho  believeth  not.  piall  be 
darnned ;  and  is  condemned  already.  This  and 
fimilar  expreffions,  are  applicable  to  thofe 
adults  who  live  in  a  chriftian  land,  becaufe 
they  are  capable  of  believing  the  gofpel. 
But  fuch  paffages  of  fcripture  muft  noi  be 
applied  to  infants,  for  they  are  incapable  of 
exercifing  this  belief. — It  does  not  follow, 
becaufe  faith  is  neceffary  in  order  to  the 
baptifm  and  falvation  of  adult  perfons,  that 
infant  children,  who  are  incapable  of  faith, 
mud  not  be  baptized  and  cannot  be  faved. 
The  cafes  are  very  different,  and  their  right 
to  the  token  of  the  covenant  depends  on 
circumftances  which  are  entirely  di(tin6t. 
The  adult  perfon  is  required  to  believe,  and 
prefent  himfelf.  The  believing  parent  is  re- 
quired to  prefent  himfelf  a;. d  his  children  to 
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God,  and  receive  the  external  feal  and 
token  of  the  covenant.  An  exprefs  com- 
mand was  not  requifiie  in  order  to  the  con- 
tinuance of  an  old,  approved,  and  eftablifhed 
cuftom.  But  if  any  cafe  can  be  conceived, 
in  which  an  explicit  and  pofitive  precept 
was  indifpenfably  neceflary,  it  was  cer- 
tainly needed,  in  order  to  annul  a  divine  and 
pofitive  in.ftitute,  which  had  been  repeated- 
ly renewed,  and  made  the  rule  of  conftant 
pra8ice,  for  two  thoufand  years.  Faithful 
Abraham  was  exprefsly  conftituted  the  father 
of  all  them  who  believe.  Believers^  of  every 
nation,  are  counted  for  his  feed^  even  as  Ifaac 
was;  and  confequently  they  and  their  chil- 
dren have  the  fame  right  to  baptifm,  the 
prefent  feal  of  the  Abrahamic  covenant, 
which  Ifaac  and  his  children  had  to  circum- 
cifion.  Chrift  did  noc  come  to  revoke,  but  to 
confr7mnd  extend  iht  privileges  oFthe  original 
charter.  It  was  foretold  concerning  him, 
that  he  fhould  be  '*  a  light  to  lighten  the 
«  Gentiles,  and  the  glory  of  his  people  If- 
<•  rael;  to  perform  the  mercy  promifed  unto 
*'  the  Fathers  and  to  remeviber  the  holy  cove- 
ti  nantr—^'  Behold,"  fays  God,  "  I  will  lift 
''  up  my  hand  lo  the  Gentiles,  and  fet  up  my 
'•  (land.ird  to  the  people;  and  thcyfhall  bring 
"  /Ay  fons  in  their  arms,  and  thy  daughters ^lall 
^^  be  carried  upon  their  fiouldtrsy  Thefe  and 
fimilar  predictions  have  been  remarkably 
fulfilled.  Thoufands  of  infant  children 
have  been  broug'ii  in  the   arms  of  their  be- 
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lieving  parents  to  Chiift;  and  have  been 
dedicated  to  him  in  baptifm. 

QiteJlion»  Were  not  thofc  little  children^  con- 
cerning  whom  our  Saviour  faid^  "  ^J j^'-^^'^  ^^  ^^^ 
*^  kingdom  oj  God^'  like  them  tcho  Jung  hofanna 
in  his  temple^  more  properly  adults  than  infants  ? 

Anfwer.  They  were  fo  fmall  as  to  be 
brought  by  their  parents — Chrift  aBually 
took  them  into  his  arms  ;  and  they  are  exprefs- 
ly  called  infants.  Thofe  little  children,  who 
fang  hofanna  to  the  Son  of  David,  were  perhaps 
partly  influenced  by  the  example  of  the  mul- 
titude  that  attended  Chiift  as  he  rode  in 
triumph  to  Jerufalem  ;  for  it  feems,  they  were 
fo  young,  that  the  fcribes,  though  much  dif 
pleafed,  did  not  think  themfelves  authorised 
to  reprove  and  (ilence  them,  Tbcy  there- 
fore came  to  Chrift^  in  derifion,  faying,  kear- 
e/l  thou  what  thefe  fay  P  Ch rift  replied,  yea  ; 
have  ye  never  read,  out  of  the  mouth  of  babes  and 
ficklings  thou  hafl  perfected  praife  ?  He  did 
not  endeavour  to  fhow,  as  fome  do  at  the 
prefent  day,  that  thofe  children  had  come  to 
years  of  difcretion  ;  but  quoted  and  applied 
a  paffage  of  fcripture  which  exprefsly  men- 
tioned babes  and  fucklings — that  is,  fucking 
babes.  Now-,  if  the  praifes  of  Chrift  are 
perfe8ed  hy  fucking  babev — if  infant  children 
belong  to  his  kingdom,  they  certainly  have 
a  right  to  baptifm,  the  vifible  fign  and  token 
af  memberfliip. 
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QtLcJllon.  The  Apofilcs  have  told  W5,  they  bap- 
tized women  as  well  as  mtn — why  did  they  not  as, 
txprefsly  visntion  the  haptifm  of  children  ?  ' 

Anfwer,  We  have  already  Oiown,  that 
children  are  as  plainly  mentioned,  as  could  i 
be  expeBed.  If  the  Apoftles  had  faid,  that 
men,  women,  and  children,  were  baptized, 
we  (hould  probably  have  been  told,  as  on 
other  occafions,  that  thefe.  children  were  ten 
or  twelve  years  old.  There  was  not,  how- 
ever, the  fame  occaQon  or  necefTity  for  mea- 
lioning  exprefsly  the  bapiifm  of  children. 
For  as  women  under  former  dirpenfations 
had  been  confidered  and  treated  as  members 
of  the  covenant,  and  entitled  to  all  its  privi- 
leges, without  receiving  the  external  token 
of  memberfh-ip,  it  was  neceffary  under  the 
gofpel  inflituiion,  that  their  baptifm  fhouM^ 
be  explicitly  mentioned,  in  order  to  remove 
all  doubts,  and  Oiow  that  per  Pons  of  both 
h\Q.s  were  now  alike  the  proper  fubjefls  of 
this  ordinance.  But  there  could  be  no 
quefiion  refpe6iing  infants;  for  every  one 
knew  that  the  feal  of  the  covenant  had  always 
been  applied  to  them,  and  was  ftill  their 
rights  by  an  exprefs  and  unrevoked  inftitu- 
tion.  Befidcs,  it  is  worihy  of  our  particular 
notice,  that  the  words  men  and  women,  are 
often  ufed  in  order  to  diltinguilh  the  [txQ^ 
without  reference  to  their  age.  We  iome- 
times  call  a  female  infant  or  child,  a  woman  ; 
and  a  male  child,  we  call  a  man.  Our  Sa- 
viour fays,    '•  when  a  woman   is  iu  travaiU 
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'««  fhe  iiath  forrow,  becaufe  her  hour  is  come, 
*'  but  as  foon  as  (he  is  delivered,  fhe  remem- 
*•  bereth  no  more  her  forrow,  for  joy  that  a 
'•  man  is  born  into  the  world."  Here  a  new- 
born infant  is  exprefsly  called  a  man.  In 
another  place  he  obferves,  "  if  a  man,  on 
'•  the  fabbath  day,  jeceived  circumcifion, 
"  that  the  law  of  Mofcs  might  not  be  broken," 
Sec,  Here  again  the  word  man  means  an  in- 
Jant  eight  days  old.  The  law  of  Mofes  did 
not  require,  that  adults  fhould  be  circum- 
cifed  on  the  Sabbath  ;  but  in  the  Abrahamic 
covenant,  infant  circumcifion  was  exprefsly 
reftriBed  to  the  8th  day.  The  8th  day 
would  fometimes  happen  upon  the  fabbath  : 
Tn  which  cafe,  Mofes  ordained  that  the  law 
of  the  fabbath  fiiould  yield  to  the  law  of  cir- 
cumcifion. As  circumcifion,  the  original 
feal  of  the  covenant,  was  affixed  to  the  males 
only,  the  Apdftles  were  very  careful  to  in- 
form us,  that  baptifm,  the  prefent  feal  of  the 
fame  covenant,  is  to  be  affixed  to  perfons  of 
both  fexes.  St.  Paul  tells  us,  in  Gal.  in,  27. 
28,  29,  that  there  is  no  longer  any  difference 
or  exception.  "'For  as  many  of  you  as 
'^^  have  been  baptized  into  Chn^,  have  put  on 
*'  Chrilt.  There  is  neither  w?^/^  nor  female^ 
^'  ye  are  all  one  in  Chrift.  And  if  ye  he  Clirijl's^ 
''  then  are  ye  Abrahanis  feed  and  heirs  accord- 
^^  ing  to  the  promife.''  Thus,  in  the  afore faid 
paflage,  inftead  of  ufing  the  words  men  and 
'^women,  the  Apoftle  has  cautioufly  ufed  the 
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words  male  and  female,  which  are  equally 
applicable  toaduhs  and  infants. 

Qiiejlion.  Did  any  of  thofe  adult  perfons^  whom 
the  Apoftles  and  ancient  Fathers  baptized^  dejccnd 
from  chrijlian  parents  ? 

Anfwer,  Some  children  were  undoubted- 
ly adults,  when  their  parents  believed.  Thefe 
of  courfe  were  not  baptized  in  their  infancy. 
Some,  perhaps,  as  at  the  prefent  day,  who 
did  believe,  negle6led  to  be  baptized*  And 
it  is  poflible,  that  a  few  who  were  baptized, 
refufed  to  prefent  their  infant  children  to 
God  in  bapiifm.  But  we  have  no  account 
that  the  Apoftlts  ever  baptized  a  fingle  adult, 
who  was  born  of  chriftian  parents.  We  have, 
in  the  new  leftament,  the  hiftory  of  their 
proceedings,  for  thirty  years  after  the  afcen- 
fion  of  Chrifl,  during  which  period,  there  is 
not  one  inftance  of  baptifm,  that  in  the  leaft 
degree  favours  the  baptifl's  principles.  Thofe 
very  adults,  whom  the  Apoftles  and  ancient 
fathers  baptized,  were  undoubtedly  converts 
from  among  the  unbelieving  Jews  and  hea- 
thens; and  confequenily  were  not  entitled 
to  baptlHu  in  their  infancy — nor  indeed  un- 
til ihey  had  made  a  prof  (Tion  of  faiih.  Con- 
cernit)g  the  baptifm  of  Rich  perfons,  theie  is 
no  dilpuie.  We  are  all  agreed  in  opinion 
and  praBice.  But  what  is  to  be  done  with 
the  infant  children  of  ihefe  believing  profe- 
lytes  ?  This  is  the  quefiion.  Are  the  infant 
children  of  believers  to  be  baptized  ?  The 
bapiills  fay  no  ! — That  their  bapiifm  nnili  be 
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omitted  until  they  become  adults  and  make 
a  perfonal  profeffion   of  their  faith.      But 
where,  my  bapiift  friends,  is  your  "  explicit 
"  warrant  or  pofitive  precept"  for  this  ?     I 
have  never  feen  it.     Your  boafted  argument 
from    fcripture  "precedents  and  examples" 
mil  not  apply  in  the  prefent  cafe  ;  and  this 
is  the  real  point  of  controverfy  between  us. 
On  the  other  fide,  we   have   (hown  that  in- 
fants,   purfuant  to  an  exprefs  precept,   were 
admitted  as  rightful  members,  into  the  Abra- 
hamic   covenant,  and   received  the  external 
token  of  memberfhip — that  this  covenant  has 
never   been   difannidkd  ;    nor  any  alteration 
been  made   refpe6ling  the   original    right  of 
infants  to   its   external  feal  and  privileges — 
that   the  infant    children   of  believers  now 
have  the  fame  right  to  baptifm,  which  infants 
formerly  had  to  circumcifion — that  the  Apof- 
tles  and  ancient  fathers  did  accordingly  bap- 
tize believing  parents  and  their  houfeholds. 
St.  Paul  circumcifed  Timothy  when  an  adulr, 
but  he  did  not  baptize  him.     He  was  proba- 
bly baptized  in    his  infancy  or   early  child- 
hood, for  his  mother  v/as  a  believer.     Thofe 
inftances  of  adult  baptifm,  fo  often  mention- 
ed by  the  oppofers  of  infant  baptifm,  are  to- 
tally inapplicable.      Thefe    r.dults    were   not 
the  offspring  of  believers,  but  of  infidels — 
perfons    who   had    been  converted  from  Ju- 
daifm  and  heathenifm  to  the  belief  and  pro- 
fwiiTion  of  chriftianitv. 
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Quejlion.  Is  it  certain  that  in/ant  laptijm  ziai 
praclifed  among  the  Jews  before  the  tune  of  John 
andofChrifl? 

Anfzver,    We  have  already  fhown,  that  this 
was  the  Jewifh  praftice,  in  refped  to  ihofe 
Gentile  profelytes  who  embraced  their  reli- 
gion.    This  fa8,   1  believe,  is  exprefsly  da- 
ted by  all  learned  hiftorians  and  commenta- 
tors, who  have   written   upon    the  religious 
rites  and  cuftoms  of  that  people.     Dr.  Wall 
and  Dr.  Prideaux   have  been  quoted  as  au- 
thorities.    The    fame   praftice    is    exprefsly 
mentioned,  when   treating  of  profelytes,  by 
Selden,  Ainftvorth^   Lighfoot<i  Hammond^   Poole^ 
Stackhoufs^  Cruden^  and   by  the  authors  of  the 
Diftionary  of  the  Bible,  Sec.     Mr.  Echard^ 
in  his  ecclefiaftical  hiftory,  (ays,  "  the  ufual 
''  way  in  which  the  Jews  made   profelytes, 
"  was  by  circumcifion,  baptifm  and  facrifice, 
«  if  they  were  males;  and  by  baptifm   and 
<'  facrihce,  if  they  were   females,  as  Maimo- 
'•  nides  and  the  chief  of  the  Rabbins   affure 
"  us.      Baptifm  was  an  ancient  cullom  among 
"  the  Jews.     It  was  in  ufe  many  ages  before 
"  our  Saviour's  incarnation.     As    circumci- 
*'  fion  was  applied   to   the   children   of  the 
«  Jews,  fo  was  baptiim  al To  to  the   children 
'•  and  infants  of  the   profelytes."     Some  of 
the  aforefaid  authors  are  moie  particular  than 
others.     They   mention  not  only  males,  but 
females  and  infants,  as  well  as  adults.     Seve- 
ral of  ihefe   writers   obferve,    that   children, 
under   twelve   years  of  age,   were  baptized 
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on  account  of  their  parents ;  and  that  this 
pra8ice  of  infant  baptifm  has  been  in  uTe 
among  the  Jews  from  the  days  of  Mofes 
even  to  the  prefent  lime.  The  Jews  con- 
fidered  iherafelves  as  nationally  baptized 
into  the  religion  of  Mofes,  hy  the  cloud  and  by 
tht  fea ;  and  as  there  was  to  be  but  one  law  for 
the  Jlranger  and  for  thoje  of  ihcir  ozun  nation^ 
they  initiated  profelytes.  adults  and  infants, 
hy  baptifm,  &c.  Being  thus  admitted  into 
the  Jewifb  church,  they  had  a  right  to  all 
the  relii:;ious  privileges  of  native  ciiizens. 

Oiiejlion.      Was  the   baptifm  xvhich    John  the 
Baptifiadmlniflertd^  the  chriflian  haptfm  ? 

Anfiuer.  The  new  tefr.mnit^  or  gofpel  dif- 
penfation,  did  not  take  place,  until  the  death 
o^  x\\t  tflator.  John  was  not  an  Apofk  of 
Chrift,  but  his  forerunner — his  meffenger, — 
Being  the  lafl  and  greateil  prophet  under 
the  Mofaic  law,  he  came  to  prepare  the  way 
of  the  Lird^  and  mikc  his  paths  flraight.  lie 
told  his  hearers  that  the  kingdom  of  heaven  teas 
at  hand,  but  it  had  not  commenced.  The 
miniftration  and  baptifm  of  John  were. pre- 
paratory to  the  miniftration  and  baptifm  of 
the  Apoftles.  Accordingly,  it  appears  from 
A6ls  xix.  2,  3,  4,  5,  that  thofe  perfons  to 
whom  he  adminiftered  baptifm,  were  after- 
wards baptized  into  the  name  of  the  father, 
Son,  and  Holy  Gho/l,  This  was  the  chriftiati 
baptifm,  as  inftiluted  by  Chrifl  himfelf. 

Quejlion.     Did  John  baptize  infants  ^ 
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Anjwt)\  The  infpired  writers  are  entire- 
ly filent  rerpe61ing  this  matter.  We  mud 
therefore  reafon  from  other  circumftances ; 
for  it  cannot  be  inferred  from  mne  fiknccy 
that  he  did,  or  did  not  baptize  iheiii.  It  is 
no  where  faid  or  intimated  that  John  bap- 
tized any  females^  and  yet  he  probably  did 
baptize  women  as  well  as  men,  and  infants  as 
well  as  adults.  For  the  Jews  were  in  the 
pra6lice  of  baptizing  their  Gentile  profelytes, 
whether  male  or  female,  adult  or  infant;  and 
they  expected,  when  ihe  Mefiiah  or  his  mef- 
fenger  fhould  come,  that  the  people  of  their 
own  nation,  of  both  fexes  and  of  all  ages, 
would  be  again  baptized,  as  had  been  the 
cafe  at  the  Red  Sea.  Befides,  we  ought  to 
remember,  that  it  was  exprefsly  foretold 
concerning  the  forerunner  of  Chrid — •'  Tkat 
"  he  fiiould  turn  the  heart  of  ihe  fathers  to  the 
"  children^  and  the  heart  of  the  children  to  their 
^^  fathers^  lejl  I  come  and  finite  the  earth  uith  a 
'•  curfe,'" — Mai.  iv.  6.  When  we  corfider 
the  habits  and  circumOances  of  the  Jew?, 
nothing  can  be  more  natural,  ihan  to  fuppofe 
they  brought  their  children  with  them  to  the 
bapiiTm  of  John.  There  is,  to  fay  the  leaft, 
as  much  evidence  that  he  baptized  infants^ 
as  that  he  baptized  women. 

Queflion.  Did  the  difcipks  of  Chrifl,  before 
cur  Saviour  s  crucifixion^  baptize  infants  ? 

Anfwer,  They  certainly  did  baptize  a  vaft 
number  of  perfons.  But  the  thing  is  very 
nightly    mentioned — in    the    mod     general 
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terms,  and  by  But  one  of  the  Evangelifts. — 
Not  a  fingle  man,  wonian,  or  child,  is  named' 
or  fpecified.  We  may  therefore  fairly  con- 
elude,  that'  they  baptized  perfons  of  both 
fexes  and  of  all  ages,  according  to  the  ex- 
pe6latian  and  cuftom  of  the  Jews  on  other 
oecafions;  efpecially  when  we  confider  that 
thefe  itinerant  difciples  of  Chrilt  were  very 
numerous. — Befides  the  twelve  Apoftles,  he 
fent  forth  feventy  at  a  time,  directing  them 
to  go  from  city  to  city,  and  from  hoiiCc  to 
houfe— in  order  to  y^e/i  andfavethtlojijhcep 
cf  the  hovf".  of  Ifrael — fuch  as  could  not  con^ 
veniently  .attend  on  the  miniftration  and 
baptifm  of  John,  at  a  great  di (lance  from 
home,  in  the  wildernefs,  and  in  the  open 
field.  It  appears  highly  piobable  from  (h-fe 
circumftances,  that  the  difciples  of  Chjirt 
baptiz-:d  a  greater  proportion  of  women,  and 
particularly  of  children,  than  John;  elpecial- 
]y  when  we  confider  that  they  were  expr^f^iy 
ordered,  upon  entering  a  houfe,  ij ihc Son  of 
Peace  fJiouid  be  there^  to  bltf^  the  houfe. 
Now,  if  the  houfehold — the  children,  had  a 
right  to  the  blefling  of  Chrift  or  of  hi?  gra- 
cious covenant,  on  account  of  the  believing 
parent,  they  certainly  had  a  right  to  baptifm, 
the  feal  and  confirmaiion  of  the  promiied  or 
covenanted  blefling. 

Quefito?!.  Did  the  Apnfllcs  af.er  therefurrec- 
tion  of  Chrifty  and  after  the  chrijliaa  baptifm  zvai 
i'l/lUiUed,  baptize  the  infant  children  ff  believing 
parents  P 
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Anfwcr.      Infants  were  not  excepted  in  the 
coinmiifion    which  Chrid   gave  lo  his  Apof- 
tles,  nor  is  it  any   where  faid   or  even   inti- 
mated,  that   they  were  not    baptized.     The 
terms   ufed  in  the  apoftolick  commiflion  are 
of  the  mod  general  and  comprehenfive   na- 
ture.    Infants  conftitiue  i  confiderable  part 
of  every  nation.     They  are  capable  of  being 
taught   by  ChriQ,   and  of  being   enrolled  as 
difciples   or  fcholars   in    his  fchool,   for  the 
purpofe  of  fecuring  to  them  a  religious  and 
virtuous  education.      On   the  day  ofPente- 
coA,  we  are  told,  they  who  gladly  received  the 
word  were  baptizfd. — It  is  further  obferved — 
and  the  fame  day^   there  were   added  itnto  them 
about  three  thoufand fouls.     The  word  fouh^  is  a 
general   term,  and  as  applicable  to  infants  as 
to  adults.     Some  perfons  who  believed  and 
were  baptized,  had  no  children  ;  but  others 
who  were  bleded  with  children,  undoubted- 
ly prefented    ihem  to  the  Lord    in    baptifm. 
Accordingly,   when  Lydia   believed,  fJie  and 
her  hoifthold  were   baptized. —  \h  hen   Siepha- 
n us  believed,   he  and  his  hoifthold  were  bap- 
tized.—  When  the  jailer  believed,  he  and  all 
his   were   baptized^  flraightway.      I  know  it  is 
pretended  by  fome,  that  ihefe  children  were 
probably  old  enough  lo  believe,   and  to   be 
baptized  on  the  account  of  their    own  faith. 
But  this   is    mere    conje8ure.      We   are  in- 
formed   the   parents    believed,  but  it    is    not 
faid  their  children  believed,  and  we  have  no 
right  to  be  wife  above  what  is  written. 
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Quejlioii,  B.ut  has  not  Saint  Paul  told  us  that 
the  houfehold  of  Stephanus^  whom  he  baptized^ 
'•  have  addiHed  ihemfclves  to  the  minijlry  of  the, 
'•  Saints  ?"  And  do:s  not  this  imply  they  were, 
adults  and  believers  9 

Anfzuer.  It  is  faid,  in  the  firft  Epiftle  to  the 
Corinthians,  xvi.  15,  that  they  have  addiHed 
themf elves  to  the  miniflry  of  the  Saints;  but 
then  this  Epiiile  was  written  in  the  56ih  year 
of  Chrift,  which  was  undoubtedly  20  years  or 
more,  after  Saint  Paul  had  baptized  the 
houfehold  of  Siephanus;  for  we  are  exprcfs- 
ly  told  that  this  houfc  zoas  the  fyfl  fu 
Achaia — the  very  firft,  who  had  been  bap 
lized  in  that  province  or  country,  of  which 
Corinth  was  the  capital.  The  objeflion, 
therefore,  inftead  of  invalidating,  confirms 
the  argument  in  favour  of  infant  baptifm^ 
For  on  fuppofition  they  received  baptifm  ii> 
their  infancy  or  early  childhood,  the  interval 
between  the  time  in  which  the  Apoftle  bap- 
tized thefe  children,  and  ihe  lime  in  which  he 
wrote  the  afore  faid  Epiflle,  was  fiifficiently 
long  for  them  to  maiure  in  age  and  dfcretion^ 
and  become  addiBed  to  the  minifry  of  the 
Saints. 

Qiiejlion.  Did  not  the  hoif  hold  cf  the  Jailer 
believe  before  they  uere  baptized  ?  Is  it  not  ex- 
prefsly  faid  that  he  rejoiced^  believing  in  God, 
with  all  his  hoiife  ? 

Anfwer.  The  feeming  ambiguity  of  ihe 
aforesaid  words  would  have  been  in  a  great 
meafuie   prevented,   if   our    tratifiators   had 


332  APPENDIX* 

placed  them  according  to  the  original  order 
The  Greek  is— Kai  egalliafato  panaiki  pepifuu- 
kds  to  Thco.  And  he  rejoiced  with  (or  in)  all 
his  houfe,  believing  in  God.  Mr.  Henry,  in 
his  annotation  on  this  palTage,  fays,  it  might 
have  been  rendered  thus ;  "  Having  believ- 
««  ed  in  God,  he  rejoiced  his  houfe  all  over 
*'  — in  every  apartment."  The  original  word 
ufed,  is  not  funpanoikU  but  panoiki,  an  ad-' 
verb,  and  by  Dr.  Hemmenway  and  various 
critical  writers,  is  rendered  domejlically.  He 
rejoiced  domeftically,  or  all  his  houfe  over 
— he  went  from  room  to  room,  rejoicing  in 
every  apartment.  It  is  highly  probable,  that 
his  family  participated  with  him  in  this  new 
and  unufual  joy.  This  circumdance,  how-' 
ever,  is  not  expreffed  in  the  Greek.  Both 
words  are  ufed  in  the  fmgular  namber.  The 
jailer  believed — the  jailer  rejoiced.  But  it  is 
faid,  the  Apoftles  preached  the  word  to  him, 
to  all  that  were  in  his  houfe  !  The  prifon- 
trs  and  domeliicks  were,  undoubtedly,  all 
prefent.  When  the  jailer  enquired  nhat  he 
Piould  do  to  he  favtd^  Paul  and  Silas  replied, 
believe,  on  the  Lord  Jefus  Chrijl  and  ihoujliall  he 
faved>i  and  thy  houfe.  Thefe  words  agree  ex- 
actly with  what  our  Saviour  faid  to  Zacche- 
us.  This  day  is  fcilvation  come  to  this  hovje^  for- 
asmuch as  h".  alfo  is  the  [on  of  Abraham.  The 
promife  made  to  Abraham  was,  /  will  be  a  God 
to  thee  and  thy  feed.  Peter  therefore  (aid  to 
his  hearers,  repent  and  he  baptized^  for  the 
promfe  is    to  ycu  and  yojcr  children.     The  jai- 
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ler  was  a  Gentile  ;  but  upon  his  believing 
ihe  gofpel  he  and  his  children  became  enti- 
tled to  ihaii  falvation  which  was  of  the  Jews — 
to  that  family  or  houfehold  blefifing  which 
was  promifed  io  faithful  Abraham  and  his  feed. 
Accordingly,  he  and  all  his  were  baptized 
flraightway* 

QiLflzon.  Is  it  certain^  that  irfant  baptifm 
was  praHfed  in  the  age  which  immediate!)'  fol- 
lowed the  Apofiles  ? 

Anfwer,  We  have  already  (liown  from 
hiflory,  that  infant  baptifm  was  certainly 
pra6tifed  in  the  fecond  and  in  the  third  cen- 
turies. In  the  beginning  of  the  fourth  cen- 
tury, Conftantine  declared  in  favour  of 
chriftianity.  Perfeculion  ceafed.  More 
books  were  accordingly  written,  than  in  any 
preceding  age."  All  doubts  and  difpuies  a- 
bout  infant  baptifm  are  now  entirely  remo- 
ved. The  teftimonies  of  writers  are  very 
numerous,  full  and  undeniable  ;  and  Dr. 
Wall  tells  us,  "  that  not  one  of  them  fpeaks 
'•  oF  it  as  new  ;  or  as  a  thing  which  needed 
''  proof;  but  as  a  pra6lice  fuppofed  and  ordi- 
*'  narily  known.  It  was  never  ena6ted  by 
"  the  authority  or  enjoined  by  the  canons 
"  of  any  conn.cil  ;  becaufe  no  church  or  feft 
«'  of  chriftians  had  ever  denied  it.  On  the 
"  contrary,  they  occafionally  mention  infant 
''  baptifm  as  a  cuitomary  rite,  that  had  always 
"  been  pradifcd.'* 

Oncflion,  If  it  fJiould  he  admitted^  that  infant 
bapufm  was  thus  praciifcd  in   the  fraunU   third 
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and  fourth  centuries,  will  it  follow  that  the  prac- 
tice had  been  handed  dj.zvn  to  them  even  from  the 
times  of  the  Apojlles,  ? 

Anfwer,  The  proof  amounts  to  the  clear- 
eft  demonfuation.  The  primitive  churches 
throughout  the  world  were  undoubtedly 
farmed  by  the  Apoflles  upon  one  and  the 
fame  plan.  .  The  apoftolick  age  continued 
until  about  the  end  of  the  firft  century.  Thofe 
chriilian>>,  who  lived  in  the  fecond,  third, 
and  even  fourth  century,  muft  have  known 
pcrfetlly,  infallibly,  and  univerfallv,  how  the 
Apoftles  pra6lifed.  They  could  not  poffibly 
be  ignorant  ormidaken  refpe6ting  a  pratlice 
of  fuch  general  concern  and  notoriety.  It 
is  now  almoft  two  hundred  years  fi nee  our 
forefathers  landed  in  Plymouth.  Every  per- 
fon  of  information  among  us  knows,  that  the 
firft  fettlers  of  this  country  generally  believ- 
ed in  the  dodlrine  of  infant  baptifm,  as  being 
a  divine  inftitution.  The  commencement  of 
the  fourth  century  was  but  about  two  hun- 
dred years  after  the  Apoftles.  Thofe  ancient 
chrifti^ns  certainly  knew  how  the  Apoftles 
pra61ired5  in  this  refpcQ  ;  and  undoubtedly 
adhered  clofely  to  the  example  which  they 
had  fet  them. 

Qiieflion.  Jj infant  baptifm  -were  praclifedby 
the  Apoflles,  during  the  firfi  century,  and  by  the 
ancient  chriflians  in  the  fecond  and  third  centuries-, 
why  have  they  not  mentioned  it  more  frequently, 
and  explicitly  in  their  writings  ? 
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Anfwer,     The  reafons  are  very  obvious. 
A  pra8ice  which  has  obtained  and  become 
univer:al,   which   meets  with  no  oppofiiion, 
and  about  which  there  is  no  difpute,   needs 
no  arguments  or  advocates   for  its  defence. 
Thsre  is  no  occaiion  why  it  fiiould  be  even 
mentioned  by  any  v;riter,  unlefs  for  the  fake 
of    illuftrating    or    eftablifhing    fome    other 
point  that  may  be  difputed.      Thus  it  was 
with  reipe8;  to  infant   circumcifion.      This 
ancient  rite  was  conilantly  ufed  from  the  in- 
fancy of  Ifaac  till  the  time  of  Mofes,  a  term 
of  more  than  four  hundred  years,  and  yet  it 
is  not  once   hinted  during  that  long  period. 
After  Mofes,  there  is  nor  one  example  men- 
tioned of  infant  circumcifion  in  all  the   old 
teftament,  although  it  \v'as  daily  pratlifed  for 
the   fpace    of  fifteen   hundred    years.     We 
ought  alfo  to  confider,  ihai  in   ancient  times 
the  art  of  printing  wa;s  not  underliood.     But 
few  books  were  written;     and    thofe  few  in 
the   molt   concife   manner.       Some  of  ihefe 
books  have  been  loft,  and  fome  dellroyed  by 
the  enemies  of  chriftianity.     But  flill,  as  has 
been  obferved,  infant  baptifm  is  mentioned 
by  a  number  of  the  moft  rcfpeclable  fathers, 
who  lived  in  the  fecond  and  ibird  centuries. 
It  is  mentioned  as  a  univerfal,  incontcftable 
pra6lice,  authorized  by  the   ApoRles  ih(  m- 
felves.     In  every  inftance,  it  is  mentioned,  oc- 
cajionally^  and  as  an  indifputabk  fad,  in  order  to 
confute   fome   herefy,   or   prove    fome  doc- 
trine that  was  then  difputed.     The  hiftorical 
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evidence,  in  proof  of  infant  baptifm,  appears 
to  be  conclufi  ve,  and  of  fuch  a  nature  as  might 
have  been  reafonablyexpeBed.  In  the  fourth 
century,  it  is  fo  full  and  forcible,  the  bap* 
lifts  themfelves  allow,  that  the  infant  children 
of  profefled  believers  were  then  generally 
baptized. 

Ouejlion,  Did  none  of  the  ancient  fathers  op- 
pofe  infant  haptifm  ? 

Anfver.  Tertullian,  of  the  third  century, 
a  man  of  odd  and  fingular  notions,  is  the  on- 
ly perfon  who  objefied  or  advifed  to  delay 
the  baptizing  of  infants.  His  teftimony, 
however,  affords  an  unanfwerable  argument 
in  favour  of  the  antiquity  and  authenticity 
of  this  do6lrine.  For  he  acknowledged  that 
the  praQice  did  prevail.  He  did  not  pre- 
tend that  it  was  unlawful,  a  nullity,  or  an  in- 
novation. Ii  is  not  at  all  ftrange,  that  a 
chriftian  ordinance  fhould  be  oppofed  by 
one  or  two  perfons,  in  the  courfe  of  feveral 
hundred  years  ;  but  very  ren^.arkable,  that 
the  number  of  oppofers  fhould  be  fo  fmall 
and  inconfiderable.  There  was  no  church, 
nor  any  feQ  of  chriftians,  who  held  to  water- 
baptifm,  and  denied  infant  baptifm,  before 
the  twelfth  century. 

It  is  impofFible  to  accouiu  for  the  early, 
the  general,  and  conftant  pra6Hce  of  infant 
baptifm,  upon  bapn(ls'>principlcs.  We  are 
obliged  to  believe,  that  the  ApoRlesdid  bap- 
tize infants.  Every  argument  from  the  a- 
forefaid   ftatement    of   facls,  from    analogy. 
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and  from  experience,   favours  this  opinion. 
The  baptifts  tell   us,   that  all  the  primitive 
and  aBcient  churches  were  of  their  denom- 
ination.    Such  general,  indefinite  aflertion* 
are  more  eafily  made  than  proved.      Why 
do  they  not  mention  fome  particular  minijier: 
or  church  ;  and  let  us  know  in  what  nation  or 
country  they  exifted  ?     This   has  never  been 
done  nor  attempted.    New  cuftoms  and  prac- 
tices are  commonly  introduced  by  flow  de- 
grees,  and   not    without    much    difficulty. 
The  founder  or  leader  of  any   new  fe6l  or 
party    becomes  notorious.      The  age   and 
place  in  which  he  lived   are  known.     His 
peculiar  fentiments  are  warmly  difputed  and 
oppofed,  being  contrary  to  the  eflabliflied 
habits  and  prejudices  of  the  people.     But 
no  pcrfon  can  be  named  who   brought  in  the 
fuppofed  herefy  of  infant  baptifm.     No  time 
&r  country  can  be  fixed  upon,  in  which  it  had 
its  origin.     How  then  is  it  conceivable  that 
fo  great  a  change  with  refpeft  to  an  article  of 
fundamental  importance,  which   deftroyed  the 
very  being  of  the  church,   could  commence, 
and  prevail,  and  become   univerfal,  without 
the  aid  of  any  aathoritv,  civil  or  ecclefiaftic- 
al,  and  wichout  oppofiiion. 

Qiiejlion.  Have  not  many  great  corntptions^ 
fiich  as  ima^e  wor/hip^  tranfub/lantiation^  ^c, 
univerfalty  prevailed  among  chriflians  ? 

Anfwer.     Thefe  and    fimilar    corruptions 
never  did    become  general.     Bcfides,   they 
were  conftantly  oppofed  by  numerous  indi- 
Ee 
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viduals  and  fynodi,  while  the  arm  of  civil 
and  military  power  was  ftrenuoufly  exerted 
to  eftablifh  and  fupport  them.  Hiftory  in- 
forms us  concerning  the  rife  and  progrefs 
of  error  or  herefy  in  general — the  ways  and 
means  by  which  it  has  been  introduced  and 
fupported — that  innovations  have  always 
met  with  oppofition — that  numberlefs  books 
have  been  written  in  order  to  confute  and  fup- 
prefs  them.  But  not  one  of  the  ancient 
Fathers — no  chriftian  author  for  fifteen  hun- 
dred years,  has  favoured  the  world  with  a 
fingle  pamphlet  againfl  the.doftrine  of  infaat 
baptifm. 

If  the  practice  of  baptizing  infants  had  been 
contrary   to  the  example   and  injunftion  of 
the  Apoftles,  oppofers  would  have   rifen  up 
againft  it,    in    every    part  of  Ghriftendom. 
But  wc   read  of  no   fuch  oppofition.     The 
praBice  univerfally  prevailed,    not   only  a* 
mong  the  orthodox  chriftians,  but  alfo  among 
feQariesof  every  dercription,even  of  the  mod 
difcordant  and  unfriendly  fentiments,  while 
engaged  in  angry  contentions.    It  prevailed  in 
the  earlieft  and  pureii  ages  of  chriftianity,  be- 
fore popery  exifted,  and  in   thofe  countries 
where  its  influence  ne'ver  extended;  through- 
out all  the  churches  in  Afia  and  Africa,  as  well 
as  in  Europe.     So  that  not   a  fingle   baptift 
church  has  been  or  can   be    found  for  more 
than  eleven  hundred  years  after  Chrift,  and 
but  one  fmall  fociety  of  that  denomination^ 
previoufly  to  the  fixtecnth  century. 
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From  thefe  fa£ls,  fully  and  ftrong^y  atteft- 
ed,  it  appears  that  the  praftiee  of  baptizing 
infants  was  primitive  and  apoftolick ;  and 
that  the  firft  chriftian  churches,  in  all  places, 
were  formed  and  eftablifiied  upon  this 
fcheme. 

Quejlion,  But  after  aU  that  has  been  faid^ 
what  good  does  infant  baptifm  do  ? 

Anfwer,  With  equal  propriety  it  might 
be  afked,  what  good  did  infant  circumcifion 
do  ?  What  good  does  it  do  to  pray  for  our 
children?  I  have  ever  viewed  thefe  and 
{imilar  queftions,  as  impertinent  and  ex- 
tremely improper.  For  we  are  ignorant  and 
fhort.fighied  creatures.  When  God  com». 
mands,  it  is  always  our  duty  to  obey,  even 
if  we  cannot  fee  any  connexion  between  the 
means  appointed  and  the  end  propofed.  To 
difobey,  on  this  account,  would  be  the  height 
of  impiely  and  prefumption.  The  divine 
conftitution^  is  fuch,  that  the  obedience  of 
parents  always  proves  beneficial,  not  only  to 
themfelves,  but.  to  their  children;  but  dif- 
obedience  is  injurious  to  both.  For  the  Lord 
our  God  is  a  jealous  God,  vifiting  the  iniquities  of 
the  fathers  upon  their  children^  unto  the  third  and 
fourth  generation  of  them  that  hate  him^  and 
f hewing  mercy  unto  thoufands  of  thtm  who  love 
hiin,  and  keep  his  commandments, 

\  do  not,  however,  mean  to  intimate,  that 
we  can  perceive  no  good  tendency  in  the 
doBrine  of  infant  baptifm.  The  do6lrine 
itfelf  i&^  calculated   to   teach  us  feveral  very 
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important  truths,  and  in  the  plaineft  manner. 
It  teaches  us  that  God  and  Chrift  have  ex- 
ercifed  and  exprefTed  the  moft  affeQionate 
regard  and  tender  care  for  little  children^, 
in  their  redemption,  and  in  making  the  moft 
wife  and  merciful  provifion  for  their  religious 
education. r— It  teaches  us  that  they  are  in  a 
falvable  ftate,  and  ihat  their  fan6^ification,. 
and  juftification,  and  falvation,  are  to  be 
fought  for,  and  expefted  through  the  merits 
and  mediation  of  the  Saviour.  The  welfare 
of  children,  both  for  time  and  elernity,  very 
much  depends  upon  their  being  religioufly 
educated.  Thofe  parents,  who  dedicate  Iheir 
infant  children  to  God  in  baptifm,  hereby 
engage  folemnly  to  educate  them  in  the 
ways  of  religion  and  virtue.  By  thefe  en- 
gagementg,  their  natural  obligations  are 
ftrengthened,  and  they  are  reminded  of  their 
duty.  Thefe  engagements,  which  are  made 
publiftkly,  in  the  prefence  of  many  witnefTes, 
the  members  of  the  church  are  alfo  bound  to 
fee  fulfilled.  "  For  they  have  covenanted 
<'  with  God  and  with  each  other,  to  exercife 
'*  mutual  watchfulnefs  and  to  reciprocate 
"  every  faithful  and  brotherly  office  ;  and  in 
♦<  particular,  to  watch  over  each  other,  in 
«'  refpeft  to  the  duty  which  they  feverally 
<«  owe  their  children  ;  and  in  an  affedionate, 
"  chriftian  manner,  offer  fuch  advice,  admo- 
*'  nition,  and  reproof,  as  occafions  may  re- 
«•  quire,  and  wifdom  dictate;  and  on  the 
**  grounds   of  God's    gracious  promifcs,    to 


<*  pray  without  ceafing,  that  the  fpirit  of  the 
*«  Lord  may  be  poured  out  upon  them  and 
^^  his  blefling  on  their  offspring."  In  this 
way,  it  is  incumbent  on  the  church  to  watch 
over  thefe  baptized  children,  and  difcipline 
ihem  through  the  medium  of  their  parents, 
who  are  refponfible  for  their  conduft.  Thus 
infant  baptifm  appears  calculated  to  produce 
many  and  great  advantages  to  children  ;  and 
efpecially  by  fecuring  to  them,  in  the  moft 
effeQual  manner,  a  religious  education* 
Hence, 

If  children  are  the  proper  fubje8s  of  bap- 
tifm, it  is  certainly  the  indifpenfable  duty  of 
parents  to  prefent  them  to  God  in  this  ordi- 
nance, and  train  them  up   for  him.      And  ye 
children,  obey  your  parents  in  the  Lor d^  for  this 
is    right — this   is    the  firfl    commandment    -with 
promife»     Be  careful  to  know  the  God  of  your 
father s<i  and  ferve  him^   -with  a  perfeH  heart  and 
willing -mind ;  for  the  Lord  fearcheth  all  hearts^ 
and  undnflandeth    all   the   imaginations    of  the 
thoughts.     If  youfeek  him^  he  will  be  found  of 
you:  hat  ifyoii  forfake  him^  he  will  caft  you  off, 
forever. 

The  preceding  obfervations  teach  us  the 
unwarrantablenefs  of  re-baptizing.  We  have* 
fhown  that  infants  are  the  proper  fubje61s  of 
baptifm,  and  that  aiFufion  or  fprinkling  is  a 
proper  and  valid  mode  of  adminiftering  the 
ordinaiiCe;  to  re  baptize  then  mud  be  con- 
trary to  the  will  of  God— a  vain  repcliiion, 
that  Cinnot  be  juftified.  The  praQlce  leads 
E  e  2 
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dire6lly  to  the  baptift  doclrine  of  ciofe  com. 
rnunion,  and  to  the  moft  unhappy  divifiong 
and  reparations.  For  the  bapiilh,  confider- 
ing  themfelves  as  the  only  true  church, 
are  very  apt  to  think  it  their  duly  to  divide 
and  deftroy  other  churches  and  chriftian 
focieties.  In  confequence  of  this  fentimentj 
we  frequently  fee  parifhes,  and  neighbour- 
hoods, and  families  divided — hufbands  and 
wives,  parents  and  children,  brothers  and 
fillers  feparated. 

Our  common  Lord  is  undoubtedly  willing 
to  admit  to  his  table  chriftians  of  all  denom- 
inations. But  the  baptifts  will  not  admit  any 
to  their  table  of  communion,  but  thofe  of 
their  own  perfuafion.  They  will  allow  none 
of  their  community  to  commuwe  with  the 
members  of  other  churches  ;  not  even  with 
their  own  parents  or  hufbands,  if  of  another 
denomination.  The  efFe6ls  are  fomctimes 
extremely  difagreeable  and  diftreffing,  efpe- 
cially  when  near  and  dear  relations  and  con- 
r.eBions  are  induced  to  leave  the  fellowfhip 
and  communion  of  thofe  with  whom,  like  ho- 
ly David  and  his  friend,  they  have  taken  fweet 
counfel  icgefher,  and  have  gone  in  company  to  the 
houje  of  God^  £ir)d  table  of  Chrift.  But,  the 
haptilis  tell  us,  they  cannot  commune,  nor 
allow  of  communion,  with  unbaptized  perfons  ; 
and  that  we  ourfelves  would  objcQ  and  rc- 
fufe.  There  is,  however,  a  very  great  diffe- 
rence between  a  perfon  who  ha«  received 
baptifm  by  aff'afion  or  fprinkling,  according 
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to  the  diBates  of  his  own  confcience,  and 
one  that  has  never  been  baptized,  in  an^^ 
mode  whatfoever.  The  quakers  are  the  on- 
ly ^tEi  who  deny  water-baptifm  ;  they  alfo 
deny  the  facrament  of  the  Lord's  fupper, 
and  of  courfe,  never  wifh  for  communion 
in  that  ordiwance. 

Again,  the  baptifts  tell  us^  they  do  not 
pretend  to  what  is  commonly  ctilled  infallu 
hilily,  but  make  the  infallible  word  of  God  the 
rule  of  their  condu6l.  This  does  not  remove 
the  difficulty.  It  is  a  mere  evafion.  They 
will  not  allow  the  word  of  God  to  be  a  rule 
for  others ;  but  fet  up  their  own  interpreta- 
tion as  the  only  (landard  for  all.  The  qua- 
kers will  fay,  that  the  word  of  God  is  an  in- 
fallible rule,  but  then,  the  Spirit^  or  Light  zvith- 
in  them,  is  the  only  true  interpreter.  The 
papifts  wil!  acknowledge  that  the  word 
of  God  is  tl\e  infallible  rule,  that  is,  for 
them,  but  not  for  others ;  for  they  alone  can 
interpret  it  rightly;  that  St.  Peter  has  com- 
mitted to  them  the  key  of  knowledge  and  of  the 
church  ;  and,  confequently,  that  they  can  open 
and  no  manjliut^  and  JJiiU,  and  no  man  open. 
Thus  they  exalt  themf elves  above  all  that  is  cal- 
led God  and  is  worJJiippcd,  They  exalt  their 
own  interpretation  of  God's  word,  above  the 
word  of  God  itfelf,  which  word,  we  are  told, 
God  has  magnified  above  all  his  name. 

The  only  way  to  avoid  thele  difficulties 
and  abfurdiiies,  is,  for  profcffed  chriftians  of 
all   deneminations,   to    confider    the   facrcd 


341  APl^ENDTX-, 

fcriptures  (and  not  (heir  own  conftruBion) 
a»  the  eftablifhed  rule  of  faiih  and  practice, 
while  they  mutuaUy  agree  to  embrace  each 
other  as  brethren— as  difciples  of  Chrift, 
their  common  Lord  and  Mafter,  and  as  mem- 
bers of  hrs  vifible  church  or  kingdom. 

.     FINIS. 

A.  D.  1806. 
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